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CITATION OF REPORTS 


Rule 62 of the Supreme Court is as follows: 

Inasmuch as all the Reports prior to the 63d have been reprinted by. the State, 
with the number of the volume instead of the name of the Reporter, counsel will 
cite the volumes prior to 63 N. C. as follows: 
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In quoting from the reprinted Reports counsel will cite always the marginal 
(t. e., the original) paging, except 1 N. C. and 20 N. C., which }.ave been repaged 
throughout, without marginal paging. 
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JUSTICES 


OF THE 


SUPREME COURT OF NORTH CAROLINA 
FALL TERM, 1922 





CHIEF JUSTICE: 


WALTER CLARK. 





ASSOCIATE JUSTICES: 


PLATT D. WALKER, Ww. P. STACY, 
WILLIAM A. HOKE, W. J. ADAMS. 





ATTORNEY-GENERAL ; 


JAMES 8S. MANNING. 





ASSISTANT ATTORNEY-GENERAL : 


FRANK NASH. 





SUPREME COURT REPORTER. 


ROBERT C. STRONG. 


CLERK OF THE SUPREME COURT: 
*JOSEPH L. SEAWELL. 


OFFICE CLERK : 


EDWARD C, SEAWELL. 





MARSHAL AND LIBRARIAN: 


MARSHALL DrLANCEY HAYWOOD. 


*Succeeded by Edward C. Seawell, office clerk, January 12, 1928. 


ili. 


JUDGES 


OF THE 


SUPERIOR COURTS OF NORTH CAROLINA 


EASTERN DIVISION 


Vc DVN ES OIN DW icles a eran lence pace eedacestseeeetia ete! fle Bl | CRA ee Ta eT re era MOTORS Chowan, 
GEORGE W. CONNOR...........cc:00ccc0000eeeeeeeeeeees MOCONG nace les Wilson. 
OTN ele RRR oer ences Pelee etait eueioas IP oondcoct aewcweaslt eee ae Warren. 

A: as, PANIED S cc icilorst sewed eneeuia deste MP OUT Ns ce cee Wayne 

Fe) BOYD TIORTON voces erste eatuedec ieee cee b LBs 6] | eaten a eR Pitt 

DG TA ICR Na oie. oct etn ans eecnes a bua ect fol bd d 1 ene eRe eee aaa nano Rernen Es eras Lenoir. 

OE A AA VR Toi aetencte dc eres tonasteseecanieesees Seventh..........2........2..0.- eens Wake. 

Ba A, (CRAN MER se ieee oe 1) Fd 01 6 Pee ener Ree mete Brunswick. 
OO TIN ON caer Rane ees AN TT ieee ened Serene tees Bladen. 
been SE 1) OL en pene ee ee er Re ee if AY eV 9 Geen ee are en ee Granville. 


WESTERN DIVISION 


Be Pe TAN Bi ici eerie Fleventh....0000. eee Rockingham. 
THOMAS J. SHAW. .........--.20.0cccceccnceenncenecccees PEW OLDE ses os ees oe ae Guilford. 
BW 0s ROC isles eas tack he 5 note PT POOPIE Mien fecha 3g sa Anson 

AV cB RARDIN Gi ec Fourteenth.......0.......0..0 cee Mecklenburg 
B. F. LOnNG................. yeutes Abaca A CReidagiah taense Fifteenth........00......... ccc eee eeees Iredell 

ie Te WRB sae ee Oa loco eine Sixteenth... ee cee eee Cleveland. 
a TN UB 6c Sn ce Redes er eee Seventeenth............00000..0...... Wilkes. 

J. Bis Ravy......-- Gest dclceete ge me ane SuReelt te eek cs HKighteenth........0.......002.022-2-+- Yancey. 

De A MIC BURG Y sic ccpticcetccn ee as Nineteenth........0....0.0000.. ee Madison. 
WW) BRYSON ease thet cae heb eccccres Pol sass Twentieth..........0...000.... eee. Swain. 


1Succeeded by Henry A. Grady, Clinton. 
Succeeded by N. A. Sinclair, Fayetteville. 
3Succeeded by A. M. Stack, Monroe. 
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SOLICITORS 


EASTERN DIVISION 


iJ. C..B, HH RINGHAUS hscciea sn tactes cada. UIP 80 so. soswacecssicncivensocneeveecees Pasquotank. 
RICHARD G. ALLSBROOK.........0....c0ssee0eeeee02 SOCOM Gx ssscccccssesesecterteena ke Edgecombe. 
GARLAND EB. MIDYETTE...................200:00000+ 1G 311 hy 6 Capen rece eae Northampton. 
2WALTER D. SILER............--2-:ccccecseeeeecaceeeeee WOUPUR sks osc cowisess cence Chatham. 
JESSU.-H. DAVIG wixeedieerstieh eet: | od 0 Ree Revie nee Renee Craven. 

J. A. POWERS.......... GA bch eletuccreebcenacuan te BS SCs iee ac abiccssoouesenccateenncvurt Lenoir. 

SH, Fv NORRIS sconces ioesctistiee ceeletaeesiene SevemtDb................ssccccsessseeee Wake 
WooDUS KELLUM...............2ccceeeeceeeeeeee ee eeees |) 2 6 ol0 Eenpenee eee New Hanover. 
4S. 3: MOURA Nevoec dest vceneceesi techs ol ak INTC ote csckceeeesteaeicod Robeson. 

BS Mi. CAPT Ss eesetedotrcetsicciet eet Ae casiaecs i 8-1 | of 6 Se a Eee Orange. 


BP (GRAVES wrt et ee csvate te WlevVenthc.2s ie kee Surry. 

BJOHN C. BOWEDR.........0::0:c-scscessesecccnteensncenes WW OLE Diivecs ss cncccessCslndestutane Davidson. 
UME Wg IN A Acctcs encircle Gleceeemece eens Thirteenth .:..c..ccsicccec-cece. Richmond. 
8G... W... WILSON fees coe Aloe teria eee Fourteenth...............-...------ Gaston. 
SALAYDEN CLEMENT.........c:ccccceesecccsseeseeeeeceens PITCCODT Dini ocsessensecdsscsecvsaence Rowan 

Fes des SU NGA Nese ot accutane eneieaeces SIX COCONED  cecsccrcccecaccsatieeasine Burke 

Dea i AOS tte lascccuacccuceicauasenusttnteceauembivadeanie: Seventeenth....................... :Wilkes. 
L0G D BATERY sccisiivcedceaidetacini eceancien Highteenth............. eee Transylvania. 
11GE0. M. PRITCHARD...............0..cc00c00eeeeeeeeee Nineteenth.................------0 Madison. 
I2GILMER A. JONES......0....:00:cccececsescneseeereeeees Twentieth cancncccccecccnesceees, Macon 


1Succeeded by Walter L. Small, Washington. 
2Succeeded by Clawson L. Williams, Sanford. 
®Suecceeded by William F. Evans, Raleigh. 
4Succeeded by T. A. McNeill, Lumberton. 
5Succeeded by L. P. McLendon, Durham. 
®Sueceeded by J. F. Spruill, Lexington. 
TSucceeded by F. D. Phillips, Rockingham. 
8Succeeded by John G. Carpenter, Gastonia. 
®8Succeeded by Zeb V. Long, Statesville. 
Succeeded by James M. Carson, Rutherfordton. 
USucceeded by J. E. Swain, Asheville. 
2Succeeded by George C. Davis, Waynesville. 


LICENSED ATTORNEYS 


FALL TERM, 1922 


The following were licensed to practice law by the Supreme Court, Fall 
Term, 1922: 


ALLEN, WILLIAM .. MARION oie. ccscevo-coce cose scsustes sce cometetcct athe ode cosencuveedececce ULE, 
BINKLEY, WILLIAM GWYN.......00::---cesceeeescee esse cceeene cesses osstetesereeeeseees HOWISVillE. 
BOVETTE, \MOSBLEY \GRATUA M6 s. foisec.cccddecotaulinsasetaiesnuetscuterctrmaacieness Warsaw. 
BRASWELL, MARION ASTOR.Q....020.....cce:ccccsseeesseceeeceeeeeteeceeaeeeceeecaneesceana Whitakers. 
CASEY, ANDREW HARRISON.............--.-cccceeeesceccesscreeecssreeeteeeretereeeeeeee NOW Castle. 
COBURN, ROBERT LEE. ......0..........ccccc:ecccee cee cee eee sssesseesecreeeseesesceereenteerreee  LyMOuth. 
COOPER, WILLIAM: ARTE UReoscccsccseejiesicpesatbaceneweies crsvsadcdvecveeeuseuencssatieuas ‘Burlington. 
CROUSE, RUSE. LU EOYD: civascocsuassetenancisenaectentensnsecscousageunaenceneddeentus ened Sparta. 
CROWDER; AVA. EIU MIRA cocci sesiccc ect nseenesed eeenee the aie a eertieea ‘Raleigh. 
CUMMINGS, ALERED: IDEN sepoccvcccnsvostetecs ssescosedeneeve Vics avivuipicecndcacdavtavetes ‘Winston-Salem. 
DIXON; FRICHARD DUEL ARD occ. ocuenscecees eocaanzchoncyecestesavandseneassvecivactseccseenen Kdenton. 
DOWNING, DENNIS GARLAND....0...0--:cscecceeeerreecereeeeeceestettssstesereeeeeeeeeee Hayetteville. 
EATON, THOMAS RENFROE..........--.ccccccccecceeeeceeeeececesececscercereessesecseeeeeee HONMELSON, 
ERVIN, JOSEPH WILSON. .............-c0:cscscsssseecescesoccceecseseneeesesesessseeseeceeee MOF ganton. 
FLEMING) ALDEN: iA URIMER fsstiscciesisssccuseisedeuve cae vescgevsecsatecepaccessenecne Raleigh. 
GARDNER, FURNEST ALY A Wioicatscedeceeccaestecnanntyexssenetdotondicivesceencogensaepaneass Shelby. 

GOODE, HENRY (GRAD Yon ciiicddccceaceb saceotetucvevexonstaveniedeeceiversdaptdseeeevaccine, WLALOON, 
GLOVER). MILEY “COLUMBUS secisevicsvcseeccse cise ceedvceetrccecsciceeteacstaehe en Bailey. 
GUNTER) GERTRUDE ssispecsciy nsonsdecacenaseuteutietyesitansotreonyedeCaiianivaceesuerun rite Raleigh. 
GUNTER, LAUGHTON BRUCE..............-.:c00:-s1ssesceceeereeneeseeeereeetessseseeeeeee LOLLY Springs. 
HAMILTON, ALVAH LAWRENCE. .2cec-scctsscccssevswscseevsnnsdececnnveteedenasvescenas Atlantic. 
FIARRIS;. (CLYDE Pe REBUES -25s25 fic sscaceces ines Gack cusses stasis ete ea aoe ‘Louisburg. 
HAWKINS, THOMAS WILLIAMS, Jd Bun... .eccceeeecccccecececeenecteeertaececeeeeees ‘“harlotte. 
HENRY; TRAY MOND LEROY seis siccccitentscanseccnceseeesesscectecnisteasdeenconcesviccscass WOLELED, 
HICKS, “OSCAR: VERN AN d.sisacoes sosscwsece nate scocnrwernneete i aarraciineeeteetnediescys (zoldsboro. 
Hint, BARRINGTON: “TAY LO Bitccitecciscecccedeastiacteet cl teases gai ene caehetsks ‘Wadesboro. 
HOBBS WALTER (SCOUT occ ciscccisescsecesccsnctniestl ease entrees wed (linton. 

FLOGE):- J AMES “LV ULTON sch taccesiutiectcgocsceeatis acelccisiisisuateyadeosedeassnacctees case: ‘Beckley, W. Va. 
HORTON, PHINEAS EDGAR, JR......-222---ccccecceceeceeeeeseeeecseeeeecereressteneeeccee ‘Winston-Salem. 
TIGRTON  HOGH. ‘GLEN Noe csc a ecaciesaecinssehs dese dutdenccrensadenSicandeicadsaesaseoises: ‘Williamston. 
INGLE; JOHN J ACE SON occ: ccccscsecsscsvoccecouetenscantesinesizccssccccesseosteesanseeasereaaa NOW YOLK, 
JENKINS, JELLY .cscccscniccncits ces toss sacketessecsaccsedecstaccstseterssedactesseacecrssccoee ROBNOKe- Rapids 
JOHNSON, CAMPBELL CARRINGTON........222...2::2c:csccceeceeeseeceensneeceseeeeees ‘Raleigh. 

FOUN DLEY, ISEN NETH: DOTIN cocci cecscscascscshceeccpapacescssseeativos nev esuceasnetecceose Mt. Pleasant. 
KITTRELL,. THOMAS -SRINN BR vicicecsceanccdaceseceecnsscevatuceusnsysersuaccvevesspusaess ‘Aenderson. 
KOHLOSS, GLADSTONE LBIGHTON..........-:-ccsccececscecsseeescenereteneeeeeneeaes Salisbury. 
LEWELLYN, HENRY HARBISON .........2--.cccccesccescessssteeeenteeseeeeseceseeeeeeeeee OUNCE Airy. 
LIIPFERT, FRANCIS JULIUS, JRun... eee eeecceecenensoeccecersecenensseccceeenes ‘Winston-Salem. 
LLOYD, JOSEPH. "LEO MAS vice cccecieccnrstanctsogesvocutsiesesndestupespuctvedcsecweanuvoeeted Summerfield. 
TSO RTI; EAD RID sec etes sc eccs erst aisaeporeainncckceaven says nancuyae eis eens ees Mount Olive. 
LOVE, JOHN “W BSUBY oi on cnccccesscceccss pease ants casencedeccecveaedsenciaesenenseoasasegeceen eA LOIZ Ms 

TUM PEIN, “WTGLIE DBR sc sicccerrsnceeatetieeian name ntarennidodleas Youngsville. 
McARTHUR, GLENN TYRE...........-0.:scscssccsssseccecccercccessscccnsenscereereesceeeee DUPDAM, 
McOCATI; OREDERICK BAYS scciccrchoicteee. soiderccreenuedltoescsabalecuensctceiwidedes! (“harlotte. 
McCULLOUGH, JOSEPH EGGLESTON ..........0:..2.--cc--eccccececcensrecnettenecessacs ‘Washington, D. C. 
MCLEOD, BERNARD FRANKLIN. ........:cccsseseecceteeesrsceeerteensertersenrereereenees cule’s Creek, 
MCLEOD, MARTIN CLIFTON .......0:0:----ccressecncccrscsconsesnsccrneoraserrennenanesenees ved Springs. 
McPHERSON, THOMAS JAMES ...00.....0:c:2ccccccneeceeceaeececesecaeececeeeeueesaceeen Raleigh. 


Vil 


LICENSED ATTORNEYS. vu 


MOORE, THOMAS OWEN. ncccsccscsicsccstscesciccscceeoccsscorersetecocdeccsicavecssnssenseets New Bern. 
MOORE, “W WGLTA Mi oeidicseisecceccdssecwiesctvectscedcatcevaccdeecassecGens taniatevertedcccvs MRALCL@D. 
MOREAU, ALBERT JUBERTIE, JRo.....ccccccccsssccccesscccscessesccssscceceneceeeasens Washington. D. C. 
MOSELEY, ROBERT FRANKLIN..u-........0...ccsccccseesecescececsececensecesencceseneasee Clinton. 
MUBRAY, JOHN LOWE.uw...cccccccccececsccceccensceccccccnsnanceescusescnaseccusensuctenscesess Durham. 
NANCE, ELEN RY DBS UUW cicccccciccccendidecsccscascsdeseedipsnsececccelentesodeseteeadeice .. Winston-Salem. 
NEWMAN, ISAAC BEAR; ccsspecissdcescdscoscacsssiacediuaasodelvncttuadbsuatacaeceaudtvecesion Wilmington. 
OLIVER, CHABLES FAMPTON...........ccccccsscccsssencsnenscsesencsencnceesneeneceneasers Henderson. 

by 0) See BO © We ate 6 04 6) oe a RE Ea CR A RCS Williamston. 
IPEBRY,: SO AVED: “Wi OUBW co. ces ccd ato rae seen Sesecte tenet fo eveaenecevenielci todas: Nashville. 
POWELL,. GILBERT EDGERTON occciccnsescecesncsiecanscsitesssvareccesyecesatacessuneercveecds Durham. 
PUATT) ARTHUR CHESTER ccoescscssivcgicteseeeiiscee, nose eveuadetess eseteece Soteieedas Spartanburg, 8. C. 
FUAY,; le RAN Ke i) Besos sstetoes ceeteors ext eosetes coe rdcdecusevdcoececateveens tee oct dSeteee Franklin. 
RENDLEMAN, JOHN LUTHER, dl Rou.........cecccesscececcucecetencecescccesseccsscenens: Salisbury. 
ROSE, HERSOHELL VAUGHAN ........::0..cccccccccesseccccceroacseerseeseeeeseeneesenaeree Smithfield. 
ROSS, ROBERT -IARTION ioce.ec cove ences coo esc ded lies ettieneta ees Charlotte. 
RUCKER. RICH MON Dic ieccatessacesesdcevviacecasecdsacaviiedbannchaveuiteddneeseaedensinds Winston-Salem. 
SHAW, EUGENE GUTLFORD....0......ccccscccccecccccceccsececeescersencenseeseestesenseseces Greensboro. 
SMALL, JOHN HUMPHREY, JRBu...........cssseccesscsceeececsessesscsecceeececeessesseses Washington. 
MITEL, NATELA NTT: MON ARs coeiicce os caes decshccnacatibeanniocstacsvevecsestudssarece Raeford. 
SPRUILL, FRANK SHEPHERD, JRu.......-cccesessscsesseccsssesseesccecseeccecssencensess Rocky Mount. 
STEWART, PACK TOD W EN cess slssiesntecbcesecedvenucaucsisascceadetaccacocusocberidasoons Winston-Salem. 
STEVENS, HENRY DAVID..........--..cccccccessccceocsecccssencecesseseccncecneavercecereccos: Asheville, 
STOKES, THOMAS DODDS ........c.cecccclececccceecssececeesccccsssscasececuccccnsseusconeee Ruffin. 

SWOPE; MSU tm: PLE Reese iccai esses ie ees ee el eee High Point. 
SULLIVAN, WILLIAM ADDISON...........cccsssceccececeerceccecsesencccsceseeammeseensen: Asheville. 
TPAVELOR, FLOYD: ELPRBERT «5 iesasisscerssnsiawsvecyigesecsvaaveiectoasnvousteatigebevsencee’: Buie’s Creek. 
THAMES, JOHN (ALEAN scan cciniii oa ee nailed Washington, D. C, 
(PHORP, ISAAC DAVENPORT sosccceess.ceseasecacnacsaidecdesecnttateteedeacsavcscansereuaexe Rocky Mount. 
TRON, ROBERT -AUGUST US vcvissesinsicsssvesuseeveceseuaiiiss ectiatant cxavacsersctdeiens a Valdese. 
WALKER, CHARLES MURBCHISON.............2:::s:ceseeeceeeceeeneeenccacessssseneeesane Fayetteville. 
WALTON, K@STER LOW BULiicnccccecsscccccecsseesccstdesenwetasceanesecideseeseccte cases Biltmore. 
WATTS OCR ARL ES CRO scsi gives succeded seucescctsseaveceeenveeescvidesnansenseeenaretes Raleigh. 
WEATHERS, CARROLL WAYLAND........cccccccsscscccccccesccenersseneenecscaesneeersnes Raleigh. 
WILLIFORD, DAVID MOFIENRY...............ccccossecseesecccorccssenseereccnccanensentess Dunn. 


The following were granted license under chapter 44, Public Laws, Extra 
Session 1920: 


DOUGHTON, DADE TWIGGS..........ccccccccccceeesessecccscerenectsaceeseccsseeeerserenaeces Georgia. 
WALKER; (CLARENCE: INBEW TON oisoecdo cs sccses coiwetsttcr ici duieaneuiestascaa tees! Georgia. 


CALENDAR OF COURTS 


TO BE HELD IN 


NORTH CAROLINA DURING THE SPRING OF 1923 


SUPREME COURT 


The Supreme Court meets in the city of Raleigh on the first Monday in 
February and the last Monday in August of every year. The examination of 
applicants for license to practice law, to be conducted in writing, takes place 


one week before the first Monday in each term. 


The Judicial Districts will be called in the Supreme Court in the following 


order: 

Serine Term, 1923 
As Gg am B 1 KC oo (©) cee ree nn ee ec OAC RR nN T 7 el ov eR cee ER ....February 
MOCO DISCO sia pacahanatdosccaceseushovecliiaduioveswiees eestedacecce eed east cence ieee. February 
Third and Fourth Districts..20.... eee ececesneececessccccecennnsesceenereceses- February 
|B ao « Wie BDC) oo © ccna en ne ent a ete eRe NE SAID NOSES CE Rs February 
=) bf vat BH 6 | cy Peet Rn en en we en Oe nN On March 
NOC VOM CER GSCI Ci eas oe tees eek ee acta March 
Highth and Ninth Districts... cece ccc ceeeeeenseeneseseeeeeesseeeesee tases March 
Mem Ch DyStri ets csk sae hea eS er sees areca oe eh ated March 
Bg) 01616 EB) T=) fy od Uo) Bie ne een nn eee on ree ne eT or ae Er ee nr nee EOS Sey April 
Twelfth District.......0000022.... ae er IT Rent NER Ar? ABT EON ES PT RAE ED April 
PPR IPEGON Cl: TOISG ECG eee es os oe asc ede ea access otc cease eaaeen ss April 
Pourteen th: Distr) Cbiccis ccsiccleccpsceinesescddncctvincsady arene teeiicuedebbaesieb outsides April 
Fifteenth and Sixteenth Districts.......2020.........cece. cece eee eeeeenenseeeneeee aren ees May 
Seventeenth and Highteenth Districts.....-...000......ccc ee ee eeeeeeeneeeeeteneeeee May 
NIN@tGONtED “DUS GEOG cicadas gi ccSach vise devceccea cle ee aici iieceswcanee dass eeepc cee i May 
MTWOERTICUD -DDISEQICE ssiicctinicctstehinnteciaucsecseactacanandbhccanciusasvensisisincusasesenitsesueute: May 
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SUPERIOR COURTS, SPRING TERM, 1923 


The parenthesis numerals following the date of a term indicates the number 
of weeks during which the term may hold. 
In many instances the statutes apparently create conflicts in the terms of 


court. 


This Calendar does not include changes made by the Legislature of 1923. 


THIS CALENDAR IS UNOFFICIAL 


EASTERN DIVISION 





FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
Sprinc TERM, 1928—Judge Connor. 


Camdén—Mar. 1 

Beaufort—Jan. is*s Feb. 19+ (2); April 9f; 
May 7; May ge 

Gates—Mar. 2 

Tyrrell—Jan. Ot; April ae June 4f. 

Currituck—Mar. 5; April 30f. 

Chowan—April 2. 

Pasquotank Jan, 1} (2); Feb. 12T; Mar. 19. 


¥ 
Perquimans—Jan. 22; April 16. 


SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
Spring Term, 1923—Judge Kerr. 


Washington—Jan. 8 (2}; April 16t. 

Nash—Jan. outs Feb. 26¢; Mar. 12; April 30*; 
May 7t; May 28f. 

Wilson—Feb. 5*; Feb. 12+; May 14*; May 211; 
June 25f. 

Ede ccomber=der: 22; Mar. 5; April 2t (2); 
June 4 (2). 
Martin—Mar. 19 (2); June 18. 


THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
Sprina@ TERM, 19283—Judge Daniels. 


Northampton—April 2 (2). 

Hertford—Feb. 26; April 16 (2). 
Halifax—Jan. 29 (2): hee 19 13); June 4 (2). 
Bertie—Feb. 12 (2); May 7 (2). 
Warren—Jan, 15 (2); May 21 (2); 
Vance—Mar. 5 (2); June 18 (2). 


FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
Sprine Term, 1923—Judge Horton, 


Lee—Mar, 26 (2); May 7. 

Chatham—Jan. 15; Mar. i9t; May 14. 
Johnston—Feb. 19f (2); Mar. 12; April 2a-(2)¢ 
Wayne—Jan. 22 (2); April Of (2); May 28 (2). 
Harnett—Jan. 8 Feb, 5t (2); May 21. 


FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
Sprinc TerRM, 1923—Judge Grady. 


Pitt—Jan. 15t; Jan. 22; Feb. 19+; Mar. 19 (2); 
April 16 (2); May 21f (2). 

Craven—Jan, 8*; Feb. 5t (2); April 9{; May 
14f; June 4*. 


Carteret—Jan. 29; Mar. 12; June 11. (2) 
Pamlico—April 30 (2), 

Jones—April 2. 

Greene—Feb. 26 (2); June 25. 


SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
Serine Term, 1923—Judge Calvert. 


Onslow—Mar. 5; April 16} (2). 
Duplin—Jan. st P23 Jan. 29*; Mar. 26f (2). 
ee (2); Mar. 12+ (2}; April 30 


Lenoir—Jan. 22*; Feb. 19f (2); April 9; May 
21*: June lit. (2) 


SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
Spring Term, 1923—Judge Cranmer. 


Wake—Jan. oe Jan, 29¢; Feb. 5*; Feb: 12¢; 
Mar. 5*; Mar. 12+ (2); Mar. 26t (2) April 9*; 
April 16+ (2); yar 30t: May 7*; May 21f (2): 
une 4*; June 1 lit (2). 
Franklin—Jan, 15 (2): Feb. 19f (2); May 14. 


EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
SPRING TERM, 1923—Judge Sinclair. 


New Hanover—Jan. 15*; Feb. 5¢ (2); Mar, 5f 
(2); Mar. a April 16f (2): May 14*; May 28+ 
(2); June 1 

Bodae yaw 22; Mar. 26t (2); May 

Columbus—Jan. 29; Feb. 19t (2): coat 30 (2). 

Brunswick—Jan. 8t; April 9; June 18 8. 


NINTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
Spring TERM, 1923—Judge Devin, 


Robeson—Jan, 29*; Feb. 5+; Feb. 267 (2); 
April 2 (2); May I4f (2) 

Bladen—Jan. 8t; Mae 12*; April 28f. 

Hoke—Jan. 22; April 16. 

Gumibertand= jan. 1545 Feb. 12t (2); Mar. 19f 
(2); April 30+ (2); May 28 


TENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
SPRING TERM, 1928—Judge Bond. 


Alamance—Feb. 26*; April 2t; May 7t; May 
28t (2); June 18*, 

Durham Jan. a (2); Feb, 19*; Mar. 5f (2); 
April 30f; May 

Granville Feb. 5 (2); areky 9 (2), 

Orange—Mar. 19; y 14f. 

Person—Jan. 29; ‘goed 23. 





x COURT CALENDAR. 


WESTERN DIVISION 


ELEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
SrerRInG TERM, 1923—Judge Shaw. 


Ashe—April 9 (2). 

Forsyth—Jan. 8 (2); Feb. 12t (2); Mar. 12+ (2); 
Mar, 26%; May 21f (3). 

Rockingham—Jan, 22* Feb. 26f (2); May 14; 
June 18} (2). 

Caswell—April 2. 

Alleghany—May 7. 

Surry—Feb. 5; April 23 (2); June 25f (2). 


TWELFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
SPRING TerM, 19283—Judge Stack. 


Davidson—Feb. 26 (2); May 7t; May 28 (2), 

Guilford—Jan. 15*; Jan. 22t (2); Feb. 12¢ (2); 
Mar, 12*; Mar. 19t (2); April 16f (2); April 30%; 
May 14t (2); June lift; June 18%. 

Stokes—April 2*; April 9f. 


THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
SPRING TERM, 1923—Judge Harding. 


Stanly—Feb. 5t; April 2; May 14f, 
Richmond—Jan., 8*; Mar. 19t; April 9*; May 

28t; June 187. 

Tao sad 29*; Feb. 19f (2); Mar. 26; May 
Anson—Jan, 15*; Mar. dt; June 25 (2). 
Moore—Jan,. 22*; Feb. 12t; May 21. 
Scotland—Mar. 12t; April 30; June 4. 


FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
SPRING TERM, 1923—Judge Long. 


Mecklenburg—Jan. 8*; Feb. 5t (3); Feb. 26*; 
Mar. 5¢ (2); April 2t (2); April 30¢ (2); May 14*; 
May 21¢ (2); June 11*; June 18t. 

Gaston—Jan. 15*; Jan. 22+ (2); Mar. 19f (2); 
April 16*; June 4*, 


FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
SPRING TERM, 1923—Judge Webb. 


Montgomery—Jan. 22*; April 9f (2). 
Randolph—Mar. 19f (2); April 2*. 
Iredell—Jan. 29 (2); May 14 (2). 
Cabarrus—Jan. 8 (2); Feb. 26+; April 23 (2). 
Rowan—Feb. 12 (2); Mar. 5f (2); May 7, 


SIXTEENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
SprRING TERM, 1923—Judge Finley. 


Catawba—Feb. 5 (2); May 7f (2). 
Lincoln—Jan. 29. 

Cleveland— eck 26 (2), 
Burke—Mar. 12 (2) 

Caldwell Feb: 26 a); May 21f (2). 


SEVENTEENTH JUD‘CIAL DISTRICT 
SPRING TERM, 1923—Judce Ray. 


Alexander—Feb. 19. 
Yadkin—Mar. 5. 
Wilkes—Mar. 12; June 4f. 
Davie—Mar, 19; May 2éf (2). 
Watauga—Mar. 26 (2). 
Mitchell—April 9 (2). 
Avery—April 23 (2). 


EIGHTEENTH JUDISIAL DISTRICT 
SPRING TERM, 1923—Judge McElroy. 


Transylvania—April 9 12). 
Henderson—Mar. 5 (3); May 28f (2). 
Rutherford—Feb. 5t (2); May 14 (2). 
McDowell—Jan. 22+ (2); Feb. 19 (2). 
Yancey—Mar, 26 (2). 

Polk—April 23 (2). 


NINETEENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
SPRING TERM, 19238—Judge Bryson. 


Buncombe—Jan,. 8 (3); Feb. 5+ (3); Mar. 5 
(3); April 2¢ (3); May 7 (2); June 4f (3), 
Madison—Feb. 26; Mar. 26; April 23; May 28. 


TWENTIETH JUDIGIAL DISTRICT 
SPRING TERM, 1923-—J ude Lane. 


Haywood—Jan, 8f (2); Feb. 5 wh May 7t (2). 
Cherokee—Jan. 22 (2); April 2 ( 
Jackson—Feb. 19 (2); Nay 21f a 
Swain—Mar. 5 (2). 

Graham—Mar. 19 (2); June 4+ (2). 
Clay—April 16. 

Macon—<April 23 (2), 


*Criminal cases. tCivil cases. tCivil and jail cases. 
Compiled from the Court Calendar of A. B. Andrews, Esq., of the Raleigh Bar: as amended by 


the Extra Session of 1921. 


UNITED STATES COURTS FOR NORTH CAROLINA 


DISTRICT COURTS 


Eastern District—Hrnry G. Connor, Judge, Wilson. 
Western Districti—Jamrs E. Boyp, Judge, Greensboro 
Western District—-EDWIN YATES WEBB, Judge, Shelby. 


EASTERN DISTRICT 


Terms—District terms are held at the time and place as follows: 

Raleigh, fourth Monday after fourth Monday in April and October. 
Civil terms, first Monday in March and September. S. A. ASHE, 
Clerk. 

Elizabeth City, second Monday in April and October. J. P. THompson, 
Deputy Clerk, Elizabeth City. 

Washington, third Monday in April and October. ArTHUR Mayo, 
Deputy Clerk, Washington. 

New Bern, fourth Monday in April and October. ALBERT T. WILLIS, 
Deputy Clerk, New Bern. 

Wilmington, second Monday after the fourth Menday in April and 
October. C. M. SymMmezs, Deputy Clerk, Wilmington. 

Laurinburg, Monday before the last Monday in March and September. 

Wilson, first Monday in April and October. 


OFFICERS 


Invin B. Tucker, United States District Attorney, Whiteville. 

J. D. Parker, Assistant United States District Attorney, Smithfield. 
WILLIS G. Briaes, Assistant United States District Attorney, Raleigh. 
R. W. WarD, United States Marshal, Raleigh. 

S. A. ASHE, Clerk United States District Court, Raleigh. 


WESTERN DISTRICT 


Terms—District Terms are held at the times and place as follows: 
Greensboro, first Monday in June and December. R. L. BLAYLOCK, 
Clerk; H. M. Causry, Chief Deputy; Myrtrte Dwiceins, Deputy. 
Statesville, third Monday in April and October. J. B. Grit, Deputy 
Clerk. 
Asheville, first Monday in May and November. J. Y. JoRDAN and 
O. L. McLugp, Deputy Clerks. 
Charlotte, first Monday in April and October. KE. S. WittIams, Deputy 
Clerk. 
Wilkesboro, fourth Monday in May and November. MILTON MCNEILL, 
Deputy Clerk. 
Salisbury, fourth Monday in April and October. J. B. Gritui, Deputy 
Clerk, Statesville. 
OFFICERS 
Frank A. LInnEy, United States District Attorney, Charlotte. 
Cuas, A. Jonas, Assistant United States Attorney, Lincolnton. 
Tsos. J. Harkins, Assistant United States Attorney, Asheville. 
BRowNLow Jackson, United States Marshal, Asheville. 
R. L. Buaytocx, Clerk United States District Court, Greensboro, 


xi 


CASES REPORTED 


Abbott, Dawson V.....................:8 
Abrahamson v. R. Ro... tees 
Adams, McKinney v.................-... 
Allen, S@rmons W.....0.....22.-0.ceceaeeeee ee 
Asheville, Campbell v.......000..000.... 
Avery, Trustees y..........0.20..... i Ee ae 
Ayeock vy. Bogue.........0..000..0..02..2------ 


Baeeiier CO: Ve We Rate okies 
Bailey v. Hassell... 0... 
Baker, James y....0.....0.... cece eee 
Pr OTs 88s. Meiocdes asses eset tier oe. 
Baker, Tuttle viii 
WADSTOW acct eects 
RAW es V etd fee Ee et 
PS ELT Race devecincs ceeds con ced vekoeaees 
Banik, Grady. Visesivelsdesscecs A.csdes oso 
TOY as aie ee parene crise Settles 
D211 cam ZUR w | C1 0 | i ee ee ae 
WS Nactcciite es octet Austell, 
WV AUS OTR cts a oes le ane 


Baker v. 
Bank y. 
Bank y. 
Bank v. 


Bank y. 
Bank y. 


Barnes vy. Comrs. of Davidson.... 


4 


* 
- 


Bass, (MUrray Veees iiss 318 
Baxley vy. Wilmington.......00000000000.... T96 
BRGG ie 5. Workers tated easiest Aen Gites 730 
Beard v. Sovereign Lodge.............. 154 
Bel Vie WC COLD xis bi cevneiagecdeiesenvinwes 117 
OU Sie Wieicat cert aieiieiaeon naa dee 701 
Benbury v. Butts.......0..00000000002e 23 
Berry v. Cedar Works.................... 187 
Blackman vy. Woodmen.......000.......... TD) 
BIAKG. 2 OO cevee hale il Pita toulales 278 
Blevins: Ve Ate iedtbesshasiieorecectda 324 
Board of Education v. Bray.......... 484 
Board of Education, Galloway v... 245 
Board of Education, Owen v......... 267 
Board of Elections. Rowland v..... 78 
Bogue, AycCoek Vio... ceeeeeee cece eee 796 
Booker, Rogers V......0-..-......2.022eeeee eee 188 
Boseman y. MeGill......... 215 
Bowen v. Schnibben...........0.000..0..... 248 
Box Shook Co., Brinson y............. 796 
Bradshaw, Si. Vi scccsceeccec eeced.etsees 680 
Bradshaw. Si Wisc eee res (97 
Bray, Board of Education y......... 484 


PAGE 
Bright vy. Lumber Co..............0000..... 614 
Brinkley, Harrell v.........0002.2.000000. 624 
Brinson v. Box Shook: Co............... T96 
Broadhurst v. Brooks...................... 123 
Brooks, Broadhurst v............000.00... 123 
TOW We lO reid see daniies 796 
Bruton, Wooley VW... 2... eee eeeee cee 438 
Bryan; Ganier Vesa kd orgies 235 
Bryan, Stone Works °...0.00...00..2...... T97 
Bul CKien Oi. V ticcceeeuiiat de areaiendteezees ek 767 
Burke Road Comrs. v. Comrs. of 
| 210 id Le eee ee EO pee eC An te Eee rere 463 
ISITHOLE,. soit Wacacesscekout tivnnetratasa sed 785 
Burney vy. Comrs. of Bladen Co... 274 
BSH Se Viskciceseseieees sk eee tia me eaten 77S 
Butts, Benburv v........0..... 0 2: 
Byrd vy. Casualty Co... 224 
Byrd. Vi TICKS ssid ccie shite ler oats 628 
C 
Caldwell, Geiger Vili... eee 337 
Cumpbell v. Asheville... 0... 492 
Campbell, S. Vi..c.c.ce.ccecseceeeeeecee eens 765 
Carlton, Pierce V...........02..002 cee eee eeee 175 
Carpenter ¥: Re Rie 400 
Cash Register Co., Farrior Co. y... 796 
Casualty Co.. Byrd v...... ste eres tenet 22-4 
Cedar Works, Berry v........2.......... 187 
Cheese Co, v. Culbreth.....00....0. 631 
Chemical Co. v. Longt.....0....cc....... 398 
Cherry y. Cherry............22.02.02-22..22--- 796 
Coal Co;-ve Mie. “Cosco nice: 796 
Coble v. Comrs. of Guilford.......... 342 
Cole v. School Comntittee......00...... 477 
Colt v. Turlington.......... sieutades oodeas 137 
Combs v. Pxxtract Co... 632 
Comrs, of Alamance, Story v....... 336 
Comrs, of Bladen Co., Burney y... 274 
Comrs. of Bladen Co,, Wilson y... 278 
Comrs. of Burke, Burke Road 
COA eects trae eee 463 
Comrs,. of Davidson, Barnes v....... 325 
Comrs, of Davidson, Evans yv....... 328 
Comrs. of Davidson, Fritts v......... 796 
Comrs. of Davidson, Hedrick y..... 796 
Comrs, of Franklin, Cooper v....... 615 
Comrs. of Guilford, Coble v........... 342 
Comrs. of Henderson, Morris v..... 549 
Comrs. of Rockingham Co., Cot- 
ton Millis: vy... see ieiane tases 227 


CASES REPORTED. 


PAGE 
Construction Co. v. R. R............... 179 
Cooper v. Comrs. of Franklin........ 615 
Coppersmith v. R. R................2-.-. 26 
Cotton Mills v. Comrs. of Rock- 
inglia mi COs uaccscsecarente tees 227 
Craws, Harmon V............:cc:-cssseeees 796 
Crowell, Py Vu.--.-----2.-cc-sccconeseeenensee 415 
Crutchfield vy. Rowe...................-+ 210 
Culberson, Ledbetter v.......-........-- 488 
Culbreth, Cheese Co. V.............---+5. 631 
D 
Dalton, Etington v.........0.0-. 796 
Davis. V3. DAVIS ick cecividnielacdacrciscees 108 
DAVIS)... DEROD, Viiscscacszscssoderetsies ancaces 207 
Davis, Gray vV....... Dae tcGrel eisutnt cet talanes 95 
Dawson v. Abbott.........00002..0 ee 192 
DeGraffenreid vy. Short.............-.---.. 796 
DICKS V:- DICKS 2. eee ees 796 
TU SV esi eee ee 645 
Dillingham, S. V.......-........--+:+ ‘apes 797 
Dixon Vi. DAVIS iscsi eee cts 207 
E 
Hagles v. R. R....... Santcenhadeetesnsioes 66 
Eakins, Pearsall V..............::.:::0+ 291 
Eaton vy. Graded School................ A71 
Edgerton vy. Taylor............2.c:eeeee OTL 
Elfenbein, Southgate v.............0-.. 129 
Ellington v.. Daiton...........0....00...... 796 
Elliott v. Lumber Co..........00.2....0-.- 796 
Evans v. Comrs. of Davidson........ 328 
Express Co., Hosiery Co. V........... 478 
Extract Co., Combs V.........2....--0: 632 
F 
Falis, Homes Co. Vu... ..:eeecceeee eee 426 
Farmers Bank v. Merchants and 
Farmers Bank........0..........::-:002-eeeee 796 
Farrior Co. v. Cash Register Co... 796 
Waulkner, So Vieseieece eras 632 
1M: gies ame) 6), 4 <) 8 een er 415 
Ferrell, Herring V................-..:::eeeee 796 
Fisheries Products Co., White v... 797 
WLGW ONS: Be VW scciccsted ele stelecaciceesecec coe 688 
Forbes v. Lond@.......-.....2---:::secceeeee eee 38 
Forrest, Henderson V...............---... 230 
DW 2 (ck a am 6 Com « SRE eee an 796 
Frank y. Lefkowitz... oto 
Frazzelle v. Goldsboro....................-- 796 
Fritts v. Comrs. of Davidson.......... 796 
FWICHens 2S, Viste cee Saeco 663 


G PAGF 
Galloway v. Board of Education... 245 
Garage Co., Hardware Co, v......... 125 
Garage v. Harrison..................-----++ 796 
Garland v. Improvement Co......... 551 
Gear, Trust. CO): Wissiacicucccseienterentinens 612 
Geiger v, Caldwell... eee 387 
Glover v. Guano Co0...............: seco 621 
Goldsboro, Frazzelle V............2.-..--- 796 
Gordon Vs Ths Bivecseaops chee sticececs censors 544 
Graded School, Eaton v................. 471 
Graded School, Heckert v............. 475 
Grady v. Bank...........:--:-cceeceeeees 158 
Grain Co., Mangum V......0....0.0..- 181 
Grantham y. Sloan...........0....cc. 146 
Gray Vv. DAViS cccc:k cen ieetes 95 
Gray, Sample V.............-..:.ccecseeeeeeeee 24 
Greene v. Newsome....................00+-- 17 
Green vy. Road Commission............ 636 
GECCNs Bs Vise ole ees 797 
Grier. So Wicatedistivesesesceetececsiveneacacees 723 
Griggs, Hampton V.........-.......ee 13 
Grocery Co. v. Newman.................. 370 
Guano Co., GlOVer Vin... .eeeccceeeeeeeeeees §21 

H 
Pham. 3 - es ee ee ees 322 
Hampton V. Griggs.......cc cece 13 
Hardware Co. v. Garage Co......... 125 
Hardware Co., Kafer v...........0.....- 796 
Harmon V. CrawS.......cccesccccscceceneees 796 
Harper y. Supply Co....... cee 204 
Harrell v. Brinkley.......0.00.0.00ce 624 
Harris. Devin V2 ss 547 
Harrison, Garage V.............-ceceee $96 
Harrison v. Ri. Ro... eee ee eees 86 
Harrisons, “Ss. Viessei else eee cee 762 
Hassell, Bailey v........22...c.ceeeesceeeeet 450 
Hay Co., Temple w...............ee 239 
Heckert v. Graded School.............- 475 
Hedgepeth, Williams V........000...... 114 
Hedrick v. Comrs. of Davidson.... 796 
Henderson v. Forrest............0.00+- 230 
Herring v. Ferrell........... peuneaeteeses 796 
Herring, Pate V....2....ccceseecccsseseaeeeeecee T97 
FLICKS VEO Vea peteecresceeiee cece eet 628 
Highway Commission, Peters V..... 30 
Hines, Hosiery Mills Vv... 356 
Hines; Norris: Vicccuncctieenctcnis 797 
Hinton, Whitehurst V.........-2.....+ 11 
Hinton, Whitehurst vV.....0.......0 797 
1S 51-1 ae, ie Be 2. 2 oR ere 44 
Holderfield, Mitchell v....................- T97 


XI1v 





PAGE 
Holloway, Miller v....0...00000000.2.-. 796 
Homes Co. v. Falls... 426 
Horner Vi. Re Risk vnceckelecwue. 270 
Hosiery Co. v. Express Co........... 478 
Hosiery Co., Lacey V......0..00.002.....0. 19 
Hosiery Mills v. Hines.................... 356 
Hovey, Jeanette Woo... 140 
Howell, Miller v.u. eee 119 
Hudson, Matthews vu... 622 
Hudson v. Woodmen............22.0.2...... 796 
Huffman y. Ingold.......0000000 ec... 633 
Hunter, Kirkpatrick v.......00000.0....... 796 
Hunter, Ward V...0.000.00.00000000 cal 797 
I 
Improvement Co., Garland v......... do1 
Ingold, Huffman v.......0.00000000000000.... 633 
Dy er gf ga 1k: = a rn ee ee 278 
In re Seymour .........00002. eee 418 
Ins. Co., Morton vW. oo... 619 
Ins. Co., Redmon v.o .....2...... .. 481 
Ins. Co., Williams Vv. oo... 268 
Iron Co., Rierson v.......0000..00000....--. 368 
Ervin V. HATES seated tle Reet D47 
J 
Jackson, MecVickers v.....00....22........ 796 
Jackson, Motor Co. Wo... 328 
PACKSON,. i... Viscssasedsiea. sees, see secede 797 
James v. Baker.....0.....00000.000222-.c0eee 612 
Jeanette v. Hovey...........0000000000002.... 140 
OU Se See Wie Soleil teak week 660 
Jennings, Richardson v................. 559 
JOHNSON: Ve Re Bevecinsccsedsccecece herent 101 
JONNSON, Ss “Vise haeintberenseaiasend 637 
Jones v. New Berm......................06-. 131 
Justice v. Lumber Co......000.....0...... 796 
K 
Kafer v. Hardware Co....... etd eaablsese 796 
Tine 92. SR. Pee eee ree entities 442 
Kirkpatrick v. Hunter... 796 
Kirkpatrick v. Winchester.............. 796 
Wilatt. SAMCC V dckcecei eee costae T97 
L 
LaBerge, Temple v...............000....... 252 
Lacey v. Hosiery Co... 2... 19 
Lanier v. Bryan........0000.....0000...0eceee- 235 
Latham y. Latham.......0..0000000000000... 5 








CASES REPORTED. 








PAGE 
Ledbetter v. Culberson.................... 488 
T5GG; TIO RC Wi ten sac ici feat wee hase oe 44 
Lee v. Waynesville... 565 
Lefkowitz, Frank v..... 273 
Leigh, New Bern v.........0......--...0000-- 166 
Long, Chemieal Co. v......0.22...00.0...... 398 
Long, Forbes Woo... cece eeeeeeeee 38 
Lumber Co., Basnight vy. ....0..0...... 51 
Juumber Co., Bright v. ..........0.... 614 
Lumber Co., Elliott vio. 796 
Lumber Co., Justice veo... 796 
Lumber Co., Stanley vy. oo... 302 

M 

McCoin, Bell v.u...c. lee cccee eee 117 
MeGill, Boseman v.............02.0...-.... 215 
McIver v. McKinney. -0000000000.0000000... 393 
McKinney v. Adams. .....0.........00..--. 562 
McHinney, Meclver vv... 393 
McNeill vy. Mfg. Cow... 421 
MeVickers y. Jackson........2......0...... 796 
DEAE YO. Se; Weicsptacesc ane eG coee tes 667 
Mangum y. Grain Co.....0.022..2.e ee. 181 
Mann, Meadows v.................2cccceeeee 630 
DEMME BS iN asseee an het eee ies 797 
Mfg. Co., Coal Co. Wo... ee. eceeneee 796 
Mfg. Co., MeNeill vow... 421 
Matthews v. Hudson.........0000000000..... 622 
May v. Menzies..-000..00..0cce eee. 150 
p81: at Cae: a ee ee ee 653 
Meadows v. Mann.......i.c.ecccceecceceeeeee 630 
Meekins, Swift v..0.....c.cee 797 
Mehaiiey: Si: Vissciwctiscs cccseciseaidektoviees 766 
WMenZies,: May Viccciscdes ierscek melee 150 


Merchants and Farmers Bank, 





Farmers Bank w................ccecccececeee 796 

| Mica Co. v. Mining Co... 490 
Mier Bank Visseclic 33d: 593 
Miller v. Hollowav...... Sept Sedaeiactin ae, 796 
Miller v. Howell... cece 119 
Miller v. School District......000000..... 197 
DTAIOW Wie SS COTE nce hoe cee a 556 
Milling Co., Sterling “Mills v......... 461 
Mills. Roberts v......0..0..0cc...ceee cee 406 
jG Cal ake eee eee Rene ne ee 694 
Mining Co., Mica Co. v................... 490 
Mitehell v. Holderfield......... 797 
Morris vy. Comrs. of Flenderson.... 549 
Morris v. Trustees...... am che Site eles 634 
Morton v. Ins. Cow... cece eee 619 
Motor Co. y. Jackson ......0.20........... 328 
Motor Co. v. Reaves... ....0000..0002....... 260 
po GG op cts i ie Ieee 1 ee 318 


CASES REPORTED, XV 





N PAGE 
Nash y. Shute... cece: 383 
New Bern, Jome@s V.0............. cee eeeeeeeee 181 
Newbern v. Leigh...........---...0--- 166 
Newby v. Realty Co.............cccceee 617 
Newman, Grocery Co. V..-.........0+ 370 
Newsome, Greene V..............:-2::-0008 17 
NOWSON, S. Vewwsccccccecccccccecssccencecsnsseees 797 
Norris v. Hines.......0......cccssseeeees 797 
O 
Osborne, Raines W.............c cece 599 
Osborne, Raines Vii... eeeeeeee 603 
Outlaw v. Outlaw... ee eeeeee 255 
Owen vy. Board of Education........ 267 
P 
Pate v. Herring... eee 197 
Patterson, Roanoke Rapids v....... 135 
Payne, Strunks Vo... ceeesccceeeeee 582 
Pearsall y. Eakins..000000...... eee 291 
Pennington v. Tarboro.................... 71 
Person v. Watts............02..:cceseeeseeeee 499 
Peters v. Highway Commission... 30 
Phillips v. Ray..............cecceeesceeeeeseeees 797 
PHU pote.” Vc TREC: siaccectivenssentccunsnacvacy 797 
Pierce v. Carlton..w.c eee 175 
Plott, Brown: Viscose eeneece 796 
Plummer, Sturgill v............ eee 797 
Pollard, (SUSz “Vy ccycicaswsisbuosncsatanseenain 494 
Power Co., Springs V............c:00:eee 425 
Presnell, S. Vi....cccccccececescessercesesscerees 797 
Pulliam, S. Vice ceeeescceesececeeceseeee 681 
R 
R. x#., Abrahamson V................:0 796 
R. R., Bagging Co. V.......... eee 73 
Ri Bi; Barrow Vso sssviwotics erhaddsuesabets 202 
Re BR. BlOVINS Vi sccsccsnssecczs ccceseesectse 324 
R. R., Carpenter Vv. ............ eee 400 
R. R., Construction Co. v............... 179 
R. R., Coppersmith Vv. ........-.e 26 
RR oR: Sua @lOS Ve. eee 66 
05 Ame 5 Pea sip AC: Wn aie pe ee ee mn 796 
Re Re: Gordon: Vidas eede os: 544 
Bo a SP cs ©: 6 0s Uh | RS 322 
Rao Rex: FRAY risOn Vs escicvvcciectnensncens 86 
Bee AOPMOY! Ve ceveceee te eeeinse coerce 270 
Te. Rig PORNSON: Vy. ccczeseeedcteseaxsecees 101 
Ry Re“ Bine °F. act Sa esiese 442 
Riis. DOMES. Wi. citi cteeneicteentaee 283 
er eae SPOPTOIT “Wy. ccc secsceeeeee es eesseee 797 


PAGE 
Ry Ris THISPON Ve siccvce secre ccrtintes 83 
Raines v. Osborne............0..0 ccc cee 599 
Raines Vv. OSDOIDG.........-.....2::2ccseeeees 608 
RAY PRU S “Viveceiiscienssnesieuitivatiiise (97 
Realty Co., N@WDY V......--.ccccececeeee 617 
Reaves, Motor Co. Viewess....cececseeseees 260 
Redmon y. Ins. Co........00.........:0000+ 481 
Reece Vi. Wo0ds.ii.....cccseccceceeeeeeeesee (97 
Reel, Philpott V..............cceeeceeeeeeeeeee 797 
Richardson v. Jennings.................. 559 
Rierson V. Tron Co.............-ceseeeesenee 363 
Road Commission, Green v........... 636 
Roanoke Rapids vy. Patterson........ 185 
Roberts v. Mills... 406 
Rocky Mount, Rose V..............:006 609 
Roebuck y, Trustees..............-:.00: 144 
Roebuck v. Trustees.............0.......... 611 
Rogers V. Booker........--...cc...eecseeeeees 183 
Rose v. Rocky Mount..................0., 609 
Rowe, Crutchfield ‘v........................ 210 
Rowland y. Board of Hlections.... 78 
Rucker y. Sandeyrs...........2..-20-ceeceesees 797 

S 

Saintsing, Wagoner V...........---.. 362 
Samet v. Klaff... eee cee 797 
Sample v. Gray.uu.....--cccccccsceeecesees 24 
Sanders, Rucker V................-:cce0e 797 
Schnibben, Bowen V.............:.c:c:cce 248 
School Committee, Cole v..........00... ATT 
School District, Miller v................. 197 
Schoolfield, S. Wo... cece eecseeeseeeees 721 
Scott, Bank VW... eeeceeeseereeeeee 312 
Scott, Miller Vu... ce ecseeeeceeees 556 
Sea Food Co., Way Wu........ceeeeeee 171 
Sermons vy. All@n..w.... cece 127 
Sewing Machine Co., Wilson v..... 40 
Seymour, [1 1 €.......ccccccccceccseseeeeteeeeee 418 
Short, DeGraffenreid v.................. 796 
Shute, Nash Wo... cesescccceeecceeeeeeee 383 
Sloan, Grantham Vu... eee 146 
200 |) 0 AR Gi Je veese tere Rene are irene 728 
Soles v. Ry Ruceeccccccscccccccsesesseereeeeens 283 
Southgate v. Elfenbein...........0........ 129 
Sovereign Lodge, Beard v............... 154 
Sparks, GS. Vireccsesssrccccssssccccccnsscecorteenes 745 
Springs v. Power Co... 425 
Springs, Seo Vise ete ee 768 
Stanley vy. Lumber Co..................... 302 
S. v. Baker ...........cccccscccccsccccsssssseoees 752 
S. v. Baldwin oe eeees 789 
SW. BOOM: occa eee) 730 
Re OS SOLE  wididicacecwtcocdecucetcsdecsicewtacenes 701 

















xv1 CASES REPORTED. 
PAGE PAGE 
S. v. Bradshaw, -........... a 680 |} Tel. Co., Strange V...............---2-..----- 797 
S. v. Bradshaw _ ............2-:0.:-eeeeeeee 797 | Temple v. Hay Co.......000.002.. ce 239 
SS. Vic BUCK -ereseset secrete coos 767 | Temple v. LaBerge......00..00.0-2.....0.-. 252 
S.-%. Barneet: ncct6. eet ee 783 | Terrell vy. R. R........... peecteiacoete seas 197 
Se BUSI eit te rece (1s | Thiegen: vi. Ri. Racccsatssc tee 33 
Sev Camppell  scacstaieicccccnectcc 1G |S ENOUIASs. “Sos “Vecstc vets zasvisisnteeatnteentiaa. ues 666 
ee Em eles Seas ace haat 645. | Thomas; S.. Viscc-cc-.-e eee (57 
S. Ww. Dillineham |. saci cke ees 4907 | Trust Co. Vi. Gearo.cscacexeenas 612 
SiMe (Peau RO scdisi aie tiecsecnestezene 632 | Trustees v. AVeTY..0..............ccc-ceeeees 469 
SS. Ve PIOWOTS eect eeesne eeeeesess 688 | Trustees, Morris V..........2....0.-..0--+- 634 
Wer WE UCHR «org ct i a twereabcireeuoseesacecauet 663 | Trustees, Roebuck v.....................---. 144 
Se Wer GOON’ - vazthuciticesccisdeaesenae 797 | Trustees, Roebuck Vv... .........--.....---.- 611 
eh GRIER decd scenic aa cncciadaatecereeseane 720.) “PUPS tOns: SOE. Wises deal iedescccsces 137 
Sc We FROTTISON cio a Gaiaeereceies 762 ) Tuttle v..-Bakerec ccc ee 797 
Si W. JACKSON: 22 inclinniocelianeaes: 197 
Sa ee 28 Cpe ener cere eee eee 660 Vv 
S.°. “PORNSOM: ~ckscaie nett at 637 
on ie er, fsatesnt cn. eearetanveetas sees 667 | Vann v. Winders... 629 
STR A) 6210 01 6 Re ea ee a re 797 | Wass, Bank V.....--...0.. see 295 
SW Mayer: cael 653 | Vickers, 8S. v.....-..-- Uaeteneeestteseeneeees 676 
Ss We Me@RSICYy scsi 766 
Pa MESS = oc So ee heed octet acne 694 Ww 
- - ae Fete eee a Wagoner y. Saintsing........0.0.0000002... 362 
Se reel. caer ee Oe ee a 
S. v. Schoolfield ............02...02---...2.--- 721 oF 5. bs eee ee co ae i 
Be Vg MATTIE ED... “esceslevseseceeisinenedsespetesemciene 728 ER WS AY BLO Mises secant 613 
Se Gane: tag ore et ete dle ce a 45 Watson, Ba Virkicae eee an 148 
S. vy. Springs saat, Athi 768 my eNESs BP SON esate ees = 
a Gy. Sidderhic oui ee 753 Way v. Sea Food C0... eee 171 
ae GHGS lee, hat edie, 6G Ww aynesville, Lee V..............:c:::ceee 565 
Go Genins ” 757 West; Bank Vicon assa ince. asa: 220 
Se Wickes 2 ee OTe ee ee te 
WE ne Sade ea a Bie ee ie oe aceite ie 
Say Wy Ilene atte ahaa 747 Whitehurst Ws IM Ole cee8 oe 797 
Sterling Mills y. Milling Co.......... TT Shake aa a aoc Sak 
Stone Works v. Bryan..............---- 797 Wilmin fo he ee es, 706 
Story v. Comrs. of Alamance........ 336 Wils Bt Poe eee ce BS 
Sane. 0 Tel 06. Sonn a 797 Sony Comrs. of Bladen Co...... 278 
trunks vv. PAyne@:.n--:-cccicsestseseteces ees 582 vo ms mews Maca’ COs... a 
Siubetil w., Plummer adce..cbene 797 Winchester, Krikpatrick v............. 796 
dort Wie cnccshinn cs wawt. 752 Winders, pss 0s 5 Re, eee ne Me a ee eid 
Suge Vv. Polardaecceeeccceceeseceeeeeece MOG eee ee ee - 
Supply Co., Harper v............-.......-.. 204 a wine ig als nganeca aa: 
Swift v. MeeKins..ccccccccccccccsseese eee Fog le eens a Es Ries cert sien at) 
Witty 8 Witty Se ees 375 
T Woodmen, Blackman V................... TD 
Woodmen, Hudson y............2.......-.. 796 
Tarboro, Pennington V.............-.--.-.- 71 | Woods, Reece vy... cece T97 
Taylor, Edgerton V...................-:-se06 571.1 Wooley vo Bruton..c..2.-cicsenccce 488 


CASES CITED 


Abbott vs Buntscc 336s. 129 
Accident Assn., Lowe V................. 115 
Achenbach, Boyden vV..........0.0........ 86 
Adams, Boner V................ Shdeces cadets 65 
Aiken, Fertilizer Works v............. 175 
Ainsley v. Lumber Co.............00...... 165 
Albea v. Griffin... ee 22 
Alexander, Puckett v...0...02.0..0-..--. 102 
Alexander v. Savings Bank.......... 155 
Allen “Vy. “Cameron: ene ome. 181 
Allen, Gilreath VW.u... i eeee 32 
Allen, Mann W.........ccccccccseeeeese seen eee 171 
Alien; (PUR DV iiwnsinvindnncinciccen cues 179 
Allen v. Reidsville... 178 
Allen, Smith Vieicscccccccceccocsnensccaeaiease 181 
Alfen Vv. Taylor... nc. eescee eee eeees 96 
Allen-Fleming Co. v. R. Ru... 145 
Allsbrook, R.o Ru Wu... ecncecereeeeee 110 
ASCOT ys Sc WV ccscsies lesen ee ee eats 183 
Aman v. Lumber Co.........2.0...-.---- ..160 
Ammons vy. R. Ru... ee 140 
Angel, McKee Vuuu........ce.eceeceeeeeeeee- 90 
Anderson vy. Harrington................ 163 
Anderson, [2 PO.......10eeccseneeeeeeee ence eee 1382 
Anderson, Rencher V. .........0....2...-- 93 
Anderson y. Wilkins......0..0..000....... 142 
Armfield v. Ri Ruuww. ieee ee eee 162 
Armwood, Herring V................- ...-..130 
Arrington v. Arrington.................. 114 
APthur Vi. OWL Y veeice se dccccaecccssceeeen: 157 
Arthur, Wolf v.......- Sips busacs ieee nee 118 
Ashe v. DeRosset...........0...:...ccc eee 50 
Asheville, Rogers v..............- Pea ras 182 
Assad, Kannan W........cc.-cccccssseececeees 182 
Assurance Corp., Muse v..........--... 108 
Assurance Co., Holly v........00.-2...... 170 
Attorney-General y. Bank............ 21 
Auditor, White vu. 202.0000. 2--.. 126 
Avery’ ¥... Pritchard. sc.c.ccuciwsic . 98 
Avery v. Stewart.....-. 0. eee 134 
AVEry Vs, SUC WAT Crier 186 
Bagley, Clothing Co. v................... 147 
Bailes, Bowden V..............--..----0--00+- 101 
Bailey v. Comrs. of Mitchell........ 120 
Bailey v. Matthews... 156 
Badin. Vc ara tiwececsees oceans, 86 


ii—184 


be 




















ALLLALLLLLLZLLALALALLAALALAAZLLLZ 


SAC CGOCOCOOeCCeGoeS 


AAALZALALZAA 


eaonngananenanaaqaaaan 


OQ & 


“a 


~ ) 
“ ad ~~ = ~“e aed “ “ “e “ a “ “ “e “e “ “ “a “ “ ~~ “ “ “ “ “a “ “ ad “a s ‘ as “ e 


OE ach a csasien ed sepa estNaddsaeuiea adenine agate 234 
LD ace caaedseagawectotsgetanpuaneasanst anceaeree 157 
I) yd, cova dna ncaa esata a neuen cecdaaapneataten 386 
OO resect hee aiabe loess eeeate hee. 504 
a bo eR a OP Seer enn eee ng 294 
5-1 Enea ea es et eee mae eT 22 

DD ioteaiari wie nreal Dice upunaed un dancbiettn ass 100 
DO Sek Canasta seo teuucPannade dinate dards 122 
BD cic iesgpiea Sire ave ape avevanneeeee 370, 742 
dL RARER eet Pen ot eee oe ae 396 
Oss eatin ccecisnepante see eiaeeecieunsarostenteades T 
BAO seine fhe eee Recs eeu pAconareees 247 
oO Tey NO ek Segee ea Setuacete uanseed eo eadouseaes 18 
POLO eacsis cep auiseudan sen desenesecuntdcanmoanceidenesy 248 
UG oi ese ayecatceoh aaa ahead ede ante adsense edaenctnaeee 745 
OA eee tdoaesl aut Mopttinaruttie A Eee 218 
DU cos tea ledeps acadanes atten es teiacateces AEs 498 
TST; DOO foivdctigs. e 470, 524, 530, 543 
MeO St recicet ames wie Rade cand 681, 699 
BON adios ahaa teaanseenwe uct euscatvdls ads 460 
PO occ iareeesie teat RieeNtea teen onder 5, 7, 324 
| (pean mean caren en oeeRCE CORN ARON eer 446 
co sahara dot tec case eeY canes cicmeatils 315 
SES seein fins cain seuneuebincescbsedeantevebtsvaadbaz teas 493 
DIV is sataese a cost dewtal eee oe hetaateneste odes 616 
BT fcirans eh Aeterna escent etait 277 
A a teise a Cached Seabank a Catecanel ciate: 325 
dW A ee Nee Oey Pane e et Re Oe eee 108 
LOG oa rcded cessed eh a eta fester 167 
BOD pr IE scab cs sceasauedivecusdciu, iuaneanfeauieeed 10 
(5 | RO eee erie See eer ee OAR eee eee 306 
BAO Osis cbeaa ashe ded aac nt Malai aerated 108 
DO nedocaetsctath oy datnaes A can strona eed ee 619 
OT hectare yeeteae dacs ercannee atte! 178 
cc ea ts pales gob Sacel cuadeentvaaxancs 157 

OD deca Secalotahlss aoutcotiaesaeedecuneasiratbanuceastass 157 
DL Gs siiiscctecyite tcc vas unncesease eancecceeaveeatees oll 
DO Oied ila a ua demarete banned teat 504 
DOO wie sceided ott chsdiaten dmei sees bal ste nda dWes 321 
PT CR RRR eR EERO EA aI 129 
BD Gelatin ete siti Riaceaus aoe becnanhs 316 
Or Mater ea enlace eons 491. 
OD aia cancers se ucas erases tas 6, 7, 10 
OO idee yao cece rmeanGsent scons abun eeiasensivlcs 493 
ol Rane aca Rare ne Dose Ore ey a 13 
34 aes 9 | Dene ce eae ae aeRO 403, 404 


xVlll CASES CITED. 


Baird Vs, Baird vcccccciscccseisteciadeecdincss 42 
Baird, L@@ Vii. ccccccccl ete eeeeenee cece 146 
Baker, Morrison v............. ota dehaGeaets 81 
Baker. Sain’ Viegas 128 
Baleum y. Johnson.......... ce 177 
Baldwin: vi Ry Ricker 170 
BOA Wis: Di Va tens alee icmesaddececins 80 
Balawinks. Se Vieiseoecessvce Gece ieee 155 
Baldwin, Weathers vu... 183 
Ballard v. Boyette........ 171 
Ballou v. Road Com. of Ashe Co...182 
Bancroft v. Roberts..........000000000.... - 91 
Bank, Attorney-General v............. 21 
Bank v. Burgwyn...........ccccece eee 110 
Bank Vi Burns) occ .ce oranens 109 
Bank, Commission VY... ae 164 
Baer Ve. hs ee ese i ae 168 
Bank v. Furniture Co.....00000.0000....-. 120 
Bank v. Gilmer........... eee 116 
Bank, GI@NN V..2 2s... eeceeeeeeorccneece eee 70 
Waa Vie TRAY Cet aalceeicerSeewscegudiestekn 67 
Bank, Od Sin “Vice seteiih edtviectnce. 124 
Bank v. Hollingsworth.....00000....... 135 
Bank, TLe@Cy V.. oo apeeeccsccsecsceccececcencceees 183 
Bank y. Lennon...........0000.... cee 170 
Bank v. MePwen ........0000 0... 160 
Bank, MOoOre Wu.u.u.....eccecceeceseececceeeee 178 
Bank, :-Parker Ve date eens 152 
Bank vy. School Committee............ 118 
Bank... ‘Trust. CO. Vises nekeititch sie 166 
Bank, University V......00....000.0.0.000- 96 
Bank v. WiUISON............cucecceeeceee esses 124 
Bani. $e Ves iieactsecshcsiccen edetcdus 149 
Barber, Cumming V...........0000000..0. 99 
Barber v. Justice... 138 
Barker v. Ins. Co0....4........cccececeeeeeeees 163 
Barksdale, S. Vow... eeeeeeesseneewseeee 1838 
Barnard, Penland V........0....0..0.2.--5-- 146 
Barnes v. Easton................0-ccceeeeeees 98 
Barnes, Peacock V............ccmeseeceeeee 142 
Barnes: Vi. Ry Rikseisscnctieaveches 178 
Barnhardt v. Star Mills...20..000..... 123 
BO rretes Ss Viscksccccanivevce eecasuctsccceetsvei 182 
Barringer v. Deal..4...00. 164 
Barrinton v. Skinner......0...00.0........ 117 
Basnight vy. Jobbing Co....2000000...... 148 
BOOS: Ve AV cast cs beret cececesee caves 65 
Battle v. Rocky Mount.........0........ 156 
Battle, Womble v.......... OR Aa 38 
Batis Ve AUS eis Secce aaa 128 
Baugham y. Trust Co................... 181 


Baxter, Lamb V........... cece eee eee 130 
BeAMy We Viele eae 179 


2 


ALLAZAAAAAALAAL 


ALALLAALAALALAZ 


Oi DOG sets oss Rear ertie Bets: 490 
aie at algal anya eg aed e 615 
CR (: enn eet UTC 2338 
OG ica thsha asa aseceeg th cteceecas 19 
GIOEE"| [- eter eeten eT ete ree ene Nee 385 
i, WY cavrrteee tiesto cena inestnat hens 210 
CBO cetnent ose teuane a ea, 671 
CAGE aoa etestes Nene ve vitae hens. 792 
Cn (se Ce RS ee 153 
ca). ne nee ere rE 100, 315 
RTL: Re RTE ee NE to ee 277 
68 as one elec cunenuinae: 113 
CO SO1G CL cht ee teesnta retina 511 
2s Ce EI 223 
ores | 1c ene a nee: 219, 220, 373 
CO, KN Oe ectecaacouesa deans venkadvanasconuseatctecdasveenes 223 
FOU cea rey ct eat pet et 254 
1 Renee aI TONEY 254 
eS Ol shes Bitte ett 398 
NO ee eset iene at. 233 
i DOB ad Oh ea naar 161, 162 
0p O10 cctet i atnctsiet tue tc 374, 875 
acc era te tata erect 161 
8 eee a 355 
Ae Misi Sates oral, ati cic ans ee ead 223 
APT tite a atcctecsiuatt tnienotgiental 272 
Cie 180 oesteceeGrctine eects ane 874, 875 
Es eet ene a 505 
er Re Eoin ns 223 
“os [ieee een ei ee 69 
Odonata ata a ener 63 
es OS tytn nate ccettcnceaie 223 
"OFA of A921 eee 670, 672 
Ci BGO heed edn tee ana, 234 
ie) nee aa econ ee et en 667 
oo NN cil tasect tea cerelnay Satec cite, 742 
6, ir <3 ae eT 610 
6 ef: ae IR ee RE 742 
po NG ee gan tc ss acne enn dae 616 
6 | a Reem NE 64 
yO cco Saar Sa ey Oe ate eect 306 
er Cnn ane cure eee mere 424 
C.,1005, 1007, 1010.... 641, 642, 644, 
780, 782, 783 
OE: ey ene A 5 
Ge, AB eset et aeesdeaete epee 424 
61s | ane ane ei 139 
5) eee nine ne Ee 363 
(OG 071! Hees ae LR ve ne NL 506 
(Caen |: sna Satie vee aU eRe ES 258 
(Oe oe les ae dual a en het 615 
PAG hte ci het Diecast te ae 379 
Coe Oi heaton te i etnies, 234 
COR (|: SP ert sn te DA 738, 738 


CASES CITED. x1x 


FSG Q I Ss Woceie ees terieee eee: 1s INC 50 (ceccacascaeaeess tae cease ase 712, 717 
Beaman, Dunn V.......... ee eeeeeeeneeees AO IN Ct he (bel eirementen ys lekecat A aevaane dec taveerseoes 65 
Bean,” Fall Vi sedis secissesccdeckieedenies TOO Ne CG A Racor ceseceis secea sata seed cea iets 776 
Bear v. Comrs. of Brunswick........ DD IN es. A ecsedatss ecole vaeaced Sotcea ee iceland eid 473 
Bear, “GArrett- V icicdsnnidcieshssevstiaintees TAA NSC. SOG crc sie ts eee tice eda eeacaaae 498 
Beard’ vy, :-W ys Riwcsiecnieain teenies: Ue IN te Wes chvaasawdatawasunsncalwusdtersceceisenttedouastde 129 
Beasley, Bland V................00 Saccates TAO” IN icy: (GeO iisatenscsacatevuctuatecacsedckesuseanieitonteece 50 
Beck y. Tanning Co... eee yl ed ek @ Pees Ff Gener rene rere oer se 760, 776 
Beck, Woodson V.........c.2.cceseeeeceeenees Lc IN Cag, a Wiccan sceetSandecevesaerecacvacasusceusaigetenconeees 139 
Belely- Vis Pee eceescececelccelctseiee DONC, Mee elect decat eas atari eien eet tots 36 
Belmont v. Reilly... A INC va OO ass Sesutacnucis coe leced nasceasesabenacaadansceesse 506 
Belo y. Comrs. of Forsyth............ SZ Ns Cs, AO irsccciovicd devereessenss 509, 527, 529, 5384 
Benbow vy. Cook.............cccceeeeeeeeeeen DA INO Oe drupe eteeivesdapenuicaacetiee abies 455, 456 
Benbow vV. Moore... .scecssceeesees TIAN OO 200 eins tania heteecbente ao es 397 
Bennett, [70 1O....cccecccecsccesusccsnecceeseees TSOON EC | Shisetuiesinicccece love iaiiecusnaeecdeiatdouvece 420 
Benton’ ¥.. Te Rcsnciccncinseidntuawas. 122° N.C, 1007, 1000 senate 588, 589 
Benton, Winslow V............2.::ceeeecee TON SC a.+ KOS cadessecearandeckenccceae eee aaa 549 
Bernhardt v. Brown............:..-:00- D8 INO as OO sctinchiaceircethalleciadawntne- Sinevieeene 130, 615 
BST GS Ve. BRR us cceecdestenaees tacoma TAS Ne Cig. ST Osssraccecs yoevunceneviesecnsesseuaresteveese soe 586 
Blackledge vy. Simmons................- TSO) ING Gig Osi orcatscedabsescvvtat colssananteceecswtecuaeudaees 18 
BIlACKICY,© Bs“ Viecsnceen ti Gicccecapeanecee as oy et Gas a 74 0 Senne Soe ee ae 692, 693 
Blackwell vy. Blackwell.................. 2 Oe, Rene? ( | MER OE ee tell ee eR EROS Re rT 192 
Blackwell, Hawes VW... TOT INGO. TOG cela esate cists Seacrest ace caiee 374 
PACK WEll Su: Vacseteseesevecctetavccsucdectuans TG, Na Oe, Gl oiiscscckoviensseeicacesescectatenieuavseexceks 791 
Blackwell, S. 0 V.-.......:::csscscccesseneeeeeees SSS) IN Oi. “Lepw vavateedeseus ieckvanonceesu een saateptews 662, 663 
Blair yv, Coakley.................esecesecesee TOG: IN EO, BOD rs cece secaeerseeveectesseaceshems tea sees eetes 321 
Blair ¥.. Pury CaP ivcsecscdsseckseciessekt SOE. IN Obs, HLOD ceeatae atastepircnseunoaye daveneeipnesalateeeeans 254 
IBIBO: Se WV cecechasissietzeaxessbankamieeens TOL. Ne Crs OOD ices adaveieerseptcascadeetaes sxcesseeeonxpuccezcchs 332 
Blalock vy. Clark... eeeeeeeee ars iy ae ee @ Peas || ee oe meee reer ear 142 
Bland y. Beasley..............-s:sses0:eeee TAO AN Cs -G20: a ccccsssvatidoutt aaanceteceteinav mintean cnacees 50 
Bland: Clark: Viecesneiewinteecia Me ING Og WO i tinacnce teas cwceectatecussewsdarventavdwstaraces 323 
Bland v. Harvester Co................ DOOMIN GO, A205 aisccte see bacreeeensendeeren ent t ood 417 
Blue vy. McDuiffie.........0. ee BAN oes, VSS Niue lon teh stiaae trees awietoe dcaxtcceuetents TOT 
Blue, McKeithan V................ San TAO Nos. (OD een accent cesarean oe 220 
Blue vy. Ritter... eee eceeeeeeee TIS ONGC, DSO sesecstcrsvess den Can stavistncoceeeiieon een 396 
Board of Canvassers, Britt v....... Fie oN Cee, SOT aeeceens ote eae 85 
Board, Comrs. of Charlotte V....... ING Gig? 2h 0 Lacice cen ceaeeccacccseadetadietoessaitedeusowevsacces 506 
Board of Education vy. Comrs. 

Of ALAMANCE 20.0... eeceteeeeeeeeeees TCS! IN i Cie BOO sakcdstwcatencavatiaisdidertroetecannk ance 506 
Board of Education v. Comrs. 

of Cherokee ................. Sieteostsedcedss OO IN Gis V2 ech dened ndash cananeaetwccecaseatauadeacertenpeees 467 
Board of Education vy. Comrs. 

Of Johnston 2.0.0... cecceeseeeeeeeeees TO IN Ce. ep Ose ctnssasacactuneRaceancoaeteaencys 145, 247, 277 
Board of Education vy. Comrs. 

OL MACON: Jcssccovisvdlatedieceorssssanisieeks BT INGO 5) LO akirecocweetene Nesbineacea vaste aes 538 
Board of Education v, Comrs. 

OL: Veale ice eae ccicscclct ewes celeste De IN Ces Oli eeceah Meant dceusuduseceedatdurevadsaidvievisbiss 355 
Board of Education, Davenport V.183 N.C., 570... eccssecesenscecesnseneceseceens 32, 268 
Board of Education, Griffith v.....188 N.C., 408.0... ccsceecceececeesteeneeeneseene 248 
Board of Education, Johnson y...172 N.C., 162, 167... eee 81, 84, 85 
Board of Education, Key V........... GO. NC ania te coavehernecceeuevealesbe eee eens 506 
Board of Education, Pickler v.....149 N.C., 220... els ccsessncestescereneeeneesecaeees 248 
Board of Trustees v. Webb.........155 N.C., 379.0... essscsssesnsesseesesceasseceeeeersesss 3851 


Boner Vv. Adams... cst eee eect eeeneeee GOIN GO OBO se dircecareewacacceeseseenesGad deeucecscateteceses 504 


Xx CASES CITED. 


Bonitz y. School Trustees............ 154 
Boone, SyKeS V...........2..cccccceeeeeeeneeees toe 
Boothe, Daughtry V.......0000. 49 
Bordeaux v. R. Rowe 150 
Bowden v. Bailes.......0000..0.........0...- 101 
Bowden v. Lynch.............. Stor tetatoa! 173 
Bowen v. Hackney..u...........e 136 
Bowen Wj TRAD Bites oesecaecicndes dishedees 146 
Bowen y. Lumber Co... 1538 
Bowman: ‘Si Vienne ee 152 
Bowser vy. Wescott....2...002 eee. 145 
Boyd, Waters VW... eco eeee cence 179 
Boyden y. Achenbach...................... 86 
Boyer vy. Teague... eee 106 
Boyette, Ballard W....... ee 171 
Bradford, Wiliams vu... 158 
Brady.” PIMOltl: Vic cw ancieneticds: 172 
Brave: Vio Re Pececssciteticdceceabiccemies 88 
Brantley, Hulse v.......0....02.--.2-- 110 
Braswell, Bunn Vu... eee 139 
Braswell vy. Pope.w...... eee 82 
Brewer v. Ring... ie eeeeeeeeeeee 177 
Bridgers Vv. Dill... eee 97 
Bride@ers) So Vieseecse caw Coan 87 
Bridm@ers...S. Visierescje ec ieen 172 
Briggs v. Raleigh. 166 
Brinson v. MeCotter.... 181 
Brinson, Stapleford v...u.............-.. 24 
Brinson v. Wharton....................--.- 43 
Brite: Vi “PON 256i od ceecesddedeeee 157 
Britt v. Board of Canvassers......172 
Britt; Brook Se Vice. dpe eee 15 
1 33 a a © 2 Geen ee eee 148 
Britthitig Ss: Ves Actes tc teens &9 
BE ail; (> “Vitteeteeeietecs 148 
Broadfoot v. Fayetteville.............. 124 
Brodie -V. GlOOM Has cie 64 
Brogden v. Gibson... 165 
Brooks: V2 Brithinscsicacie navies. 15 
Brooks v. Mill Gow. 182 
Brookshank, SS. Wo......cccccceeeeeeeee eee 28 
Brookshire, Gay V....ec..ceeeeeeeeeeeee ee 82 
Brothers v. Cartwright...........0...... aD 
Browder, Ramsey V...............-.2..-- 136 
Brower, CON Vieisiiiicicelelidacarneeees 114 
Brown, Bernhardt v.........0--....-...--- 122 
Brown y. Comrs. of North Cove 

SO WES A seetircice diet a tattered sceawenanecs 173 
Brown vy. Costenw...... eee 176 
Browns DOVlC: Visesseeenecenes 72 
Brown v. Hutchinson......00.00-2...0.-.- 155 
Brown vy. Jackson... eee eee 179 
Brown vy. Rickard... 107 
BrOWh os Vee ceicnce cial cence: 183 


7 


AAAAAALAALAALZ 


AAA 


ALALALALLLLLLZ | 
eevolovolel oMEalolololole lori ole) elolore ote ese) elele! ololeve oleic miele yororeelelore (ol eloleno 212 


> eo fo * “e “ - ~~ aa - ~ “ “ we “ 


“ “ee ~ ~ ~ “ <e 


. ~ a os 


- os “ ~~ ~ se . - - “ ~ a 


~~ a; 


. a ~ eo - 


ewe meme ee Fee AE Bee ee ee 
er ae en en er ery 


ne ee er rere es | 


ee ee ee ee ee re er re 


eee eee ee en er er 
ee eer ee a ee) ee ee ee 
ee ee ee ee 


ene ee i eee 


ee eee ee et ee ee 


eee he en ee 


ee er. i ee ee ee 


en et ory 


ew ewws ewer ene twee eee PO Re 
Se ee ee ee eres 
ee ee ee ee 
ee i 6a ee eer 
ee eee er en ee ey 


Pe ie ie ee 


Pe en ee ee ee ee ek ee Seen ey 


Seige Meabscbetah aul tie Peuaedbiecsane se 315. 


i eer ee ee ees 


ee ee ee rn ens 


ee ee 2 ee ee i re en ee ek eens 


eee ee eee ee eee ee ee ee ee 


eee eee eet eee eee See ee ee ee eee ee ee) 


ee eee ee i ee re aay 


See ee ee ee ee ee 


ee ee TTT ee eee 


Oe ee ee eee ree 


CASES CITED. 


Brown, Stevens Vue... eee eeecee eee ee 82. 
Brown, Taylor W..............ccccccccee ees 165 
Brown V. Turner.n.......e.eeeeeecceeeeeeceeee 70 
Brown vV. Wilson............22.-2.ccccceceeeee 174 
Browne, Smith Vii. 132 
Broyhill v. Gaither.........0000.0... 119 
Bruden, Malloy Vu..........::-.:cceseceee es 86 
Bryan, JOPTGAn Vo... eeesceseceeeeees 1038 
Biya Vets netted nist deo 174 
Bryant v. Bryant... eeccscesce cece 178 
Buchanan vy. Furnace Co............... 178 
Buggy Co., Hardware Co, y......... 167 
Buggy Co. v. McLamb.................... 182 
Buie v. Comrs. of Fayetteville.... 79 
B. and L. Assn., Heggie v............. 107 
B. and L. Assn., Smith v......0........ 119 
Bullard, Comrs. of Granville v..... 69 
Bullock, Leggett v.00... eee 44 
Bullock, Machine Co. V....000.00000.... 161 
Bunch, N@WSOMEC Vo....-.seecevecceceeesees 142 
Bunn vy. Braswell... cee ceeee 189 
Bunting Ve TRArrig.cesticcc netics 62 
BULDa ey. Se. OV wxineyessicitiweentarseeeassccivese 172 
Burgwyht, Bank Vu... 110 
Burnett, Mizell Vu... eens 49 
BUENECG,, Sy Vetiscees Rivaredianatideetiant 173 
Urns). BATIK Vicasscccsvediccccacesaccaeiaree 109 
Burris v. Litaker.......... buadee ut eaed dae 181 
Burton vy. Furman...........0....... 115 
IBUPton: Vz Fes Ricca ccecesectitsceves ce 82 
Butler v. Mfg. Cou... sees ees 182 
TRUEIOL) 5. Vive oatdatacecteaatceh aves 177 
Butts v. SCLe@wS.......ccc.ccccs-cssscsneeereces 95 
Bynum, Fields Vu... eaceeeeeeeees 156 
Bynum, WKINe Vissiilaieatirkn 137 
Byrd v. Express Co.........00.....0::00000 189 
Calvert v. Carstarphen......0..0.... 133 
Cameron, AIl@n Win... eee eeeeeeeeeee 181 
Cameron v. Power Co................++ 137 
Campbell. sSi- Wisesdustechaescancelpereaed, 182 
Canal Co., Cherry V..........cccceeeeecee 140 
CNA EICE is. PN OV cased een estan be Saionas 78 
Cannon v. Tel. Cou............. ee 100 
CORT =. Six FV srescs hare sactavczsseeiescta ene 180 
Cardwell, S. Vir. .c...cccccesccsee ccc enes 95 
CHrson, ‘COKE OY woienrcoeeauesisiice 169 
Carson v. Woodrow........0.-...:ccc--- 160 
Carstarphen, Calvert V................ 133 
Carter vy. McGill...u............cceseceeeeeee 168 
Carter v. McGilluuuu.. ee 171 
Carten.v. BR. Rue steels aese! 165 


Carter v. Rountree................. yeuaetel 109 N.C. 


ALLALZAALLAALZALLLAAALAALALALAALAAAAALAA 


eaaangannanaanaaaaanaaaaanageaaagaag 


“ ~~ bd “a “ toad heed ~ “ ~~ bed “ Pd ~“ “ bd “a ~~ — aod ~~ “ bd ~~ “ “ bd 


~ 22 


OQ 


anananaanaaaaag: 


— 


- = ~~ ~- a on ~~ sale 


= 


~~ ~“ ~“e oa ~~ 7 ad = “ ~- ‘ = ~e a - 


xXxi 


BGO stra hnctteis eek re Samar tins 392 
1s Ge |; 896, 490 
cL et RoR ere an Te ERE IE 467 
Oo eet are ts a 397 
Go acieeah a Saeienisnesl ee eli at 234 
7 | ao nS ek ae he 497 
D5 cree inteacs basi dando tass 40 
1 eRe ne ch en ROR 399 
aire te cheat Sietee etait 210 
Te rage crn tect ae 305 
GAS ae ee Ee 72 
UL a ee hs A eee 105 
TO2, TO8..cccccccccccccsecscecsseecsesesens 610, 618 
DOT see cesses 509, 529 
| ene tek Ort nena 174 
7 a Eee 186 
1 Se rere ir ane 354 
LBB. eccccccsccscecesecssessseesasesseessaeesenes 331 
: EN enn eerie MRE et hee nin an 121 
BOS cesar iaa edie treet aces 2980 
POO tcc yunnat attire ae 272 
Pes patcsendsad votnieneeecoeeccntoneten 600 
1s Rae RE Ned 687 
BOT ici scales ea stonnedeee tes 228 
BAO itrsiih ant pat Moctcan tani 579 
Fo esr te ttn teaiddserentntnsen 678 
0 ere 219, 220, 373 
 (. RE eae meee 744 
{ee OTT ee eens 506 
CU, ee ne 589 
BO rete Sa ees 760 
B85, 58C...ecceeccoeesceeeceee 696, 699, 700 
Dio eset aces ghee ee teas: 742 
BAS viel on cl ecesetiehteaiheniccl acta: 4 
BOT a sidiatticuss se ese i duitantinctutecs 770 
D1 ee en cea Re ee 105 
2 ee. ee SE 616 
DO Biel cath ice te eideta tinea ty rastnt he 396 
DOU rec cchi nck nasct ach etypanl tines Sen 667 
ARO ane CC 1538 
ADDS sade nia aes cscovaieces bina eeu 61, 385 
BION etacsevscsesl eae taiaheiee en veers 686 
PU i oiaster, eget ee ceca nested ated Nee 108 
TAO a cecpenelencsdidl a tasted ies 791 
Ce ss See diate pain erty: 678 
as (a aera ee car eI 65 
ci (aaa ee ae nee 241, 242, 253 
7 a1; eee oe 616 
OG seein ne ets wrth ne 294 
CUO eae cro weds cehs faa massieg 294 
71. Nene ae ea ene RAE Senet 742 
12 ete a ate ae RIN A RE a 446 


XX11 CASES CITED. 


Cartwright, Brothers W................. 55 N. 
Cartwright, Gray V........0.... ee 179 N. 
Cates v. Tel. Cove 151 N. 
Cathey, Sa Niccbscaresieceeeceeee: 170 N. 
Cauble v. Express Co................- 182 N. 
Causey V. SNOW......... 0 ecececceneeeee enone 116 N. 
Caviness v. Hunt... 180 N. 
Cedar Co., Lumber Co. V............... 142 N. 
Cedar Works, Chesson V............... 172 N. 
Cement Co. v. Phillips... 182 N. 
CHAT S. Wee oats sees 125 N. 
Chapman, Vanderbilt v................. 175 N. 
Charles). Seo Viicxciceeseeladleee terse 161 N. 
Cherokee Lodge, Meroney v......... 182 N. 
Cherry v. Canal Co... 140 N. 
Cherry, W000 VW........2--..c0eeceeeeeeeceeee 73 N. 
Chesson v. Cedar Works................ 172 N. 
Chewning v. Mason......................5- 158 N. 
Chisholm, 1% 1............c.cccceecececeeeeees 176 N. 
Chisholm, McLenan V................4.... 64 N. 
Chureh y. Chureh.........000.......22.2.2-. 158 N. 
Claney v. Overman...............::::02200+- 18 N. 
Clark, Blalock V.............0.02..celeeeeeee 137 N. 
Clark v;. TR an iscsicsccawsseseBevccacsstiecsves 181 N. 
Clark v. Hod ge..w..i eee eee 116 N. 
Clark, Literary Board v.......... saves Ok. ING 
Clark vi. Migs Cob iccsclescccesetecicvesen: 110 N. 
Clare Ve RA cee cececptmc ies oe 188 N. 
1 Fh 9) ae, Ail ae ae Se Rene a ORR 183 N. 
Clark v. Traction Co......000000 1388 N. 
Clark v. Wagonet...............cccceee ee ceee TO N. 
Clary v. Clary.......s....c. sBachieg tetas 24 N. 
ClaUS. V5. LOO oo cs ec icecce dea salainsenecti 140 N. 
Claywell v. MeGimpsey.................. 15 N. 
Clement, Gaither vu... 183 N. 
Clifton Vv. OweMnS....000......0.ccceeeeeee eens 170 N. 
Cloninger v. Summit... 55 N, 
Clothing Co. v. Bagley........00........ 147 N. 
Coakley, Blair V........2........22..csseeeeee 136 N. 
CODD Vat Fey. Le siteetvectntensdauccuedseeteccaatts 172 N. 
CODD Ve Tee Tsscecesttidsceiacentcenscceee tives 175 N. 
Cobb, Wheeler V...............-.eeeeeeeeee eee 75 N. 
Coble v. Shoffner..............2.....-.e eee 75 N. 
COI: Se. Viena date eh eS 177 N. 
Coble and Starr vy. Wharton........ 177 N. 
Cochran y. Improvement Co......... 127 N. 
Cochran v. Smith... 171 N. 
Cochrane, Ducker V...........---------0---- 92 N. 
Cockerham, S. Vu. ......cc..cceceseenseeeeeeees 24 N. 
Cogdelt: ivi Wi. Feicciccineietescemtiinetes 130 N. 
Cohen, Wallace V............----.-ccceeeeee- 111 N. 
Cohoon v. Upton en... eeeeeeeeeeee 174 N 
Cole v. Thornton.................c ee eeee eee 180 N 
COOLEY Ve OW 18sec: helt otc eee eacotes 91 N 


~~ a ~ ~~ = - oy 7 - “a “ “ 


“ “ a = 


- al “ ioead ~~ “ 7 booed = “a 


~~ ~~ “e “= 


elo ecko olonelolol olovoreroloselol elotelolelo sie @roleeioyelo crore rete) eloloeyolelololeroronelonono 


= a ‘e ~~ “ “ “ « 


DANG whose et tesa akg cos uses amen o oe 397 
Do coon Dens elaetoet nets ated Sa dnis tines 738 
5S RR ea ean ere Re are EAS 491 
CO cats pic tiuvs cnttaapioneeat ends eeeepevaeuaee 696, 699 
Fe a Seer ey eee ee 744 
DO vaste vats esceiieasady abuige ua cnwuuetcuntcer ietaseest 321 
OA dite EA Sie Sac tah oe teent atin 446 
TEENS REE BOOED EE Ea 130 
Oe cae tae a tee attic cteat tl d2, D0 
MED ou adtes sedastedisuades 375, 552, 553, 554 
DOD, tedaconeciisete Bicep canates as ieanaean ean: 740 
oon ta ead eee eeteeene ete e tad 423 
Ys 0 AR REa SE OER PUERTO enn Ree 723 
TOO case siuisreaciiewed event anbteasubiari teats 301 
Ds cetacean dmiaentteeeamie ioerads 61, 385 
DLO) scaicettncurstatee tv etistusstotnnelae 316 
Coe i chhiee ess dg adeae aun odd a Gaseous 52. 5d 
BDO iis stiatatcts Wisco nies tndate, dad Mea Benes 396 
Bid csesect eoaaue ude hace ceseen emu ne: 716 
Oo Ea ctasncheecanususipscnd pat tat enn Sas Sasla wetness 306 
OD ors tesaiae sleacuameseetcee ss cacesn eres 495 
AOD: sed ccveasudvnadie'sdehianonstadenesavireeertiaes 36 
DA. decorate Sots tuna deubantn teas Petes Rat 142 
oe 0 Jeeseenaeeeeecerine ct enter A rem eto enne ree tae 325 
WO Lica tecastdieenvinns cuseioneceet oats sanancaetcacp 458 
DB atecvanercitinadeesiscla me wve renee aan 48 
de Ba Deere ar ee ret ee reece ee eee eee 265 
Melati teen ea asad erates Me ecatine do 424 
Ui artes aee tates sta Badatecncd net 725, 727 
oO eee L Se Con ERR eR ee ere -93 
OE ars iy cuanetoneneten dehy citreus Somuacecilameaes 49 
TO ticsrceci teeter tana sae Aten ee ayia es 613 
CO seen totale pena preety Teed, 142 
BO sect acecaetel aie lethal ct vactl ce ved Scat a0 
BOO eerste seiece cet natetehasnivi ce vanttnhcwudelitzs 624 
its e134 < a 0. Ly Cre ee 397 
Dl Miter dearer eeeemcane cond 315 
DD Unncdeserczeeeae tena aeevente seams elanss Aesceds Pa 491 
OD acer eevictectincatetnhinctae eek 
seasons ae ata ecued Vee haces sapdugnveutines 33 
ED ai ch Pusat ncceuws gioheucte caudeosectenerensuciyyles 6 
Direct e Ral tats Galt, 137 
Madara vest uapaacace:epuanes uleseatice eae sence 70 
gale SER pene ere Ore a TEE Cede ear 4 
De Esistndud lanatsrennisesear eas aussuareitareiduiees 30+ 
DO Or eticuhn hs Ooi at ee neta aiteaece 456 
DOO an sideiarernecsscnactn bop ticete lek 117 
OO siedutinsbaass tuanttna es tat cen Eclc ns 578, 579 
OF ish Sreche este ousee sake, Soul tadec cata 678 
DO ehpsrenteetctebectieetecen tartar Sees 306 
NOG NO a cecessece reo tas Pak ces. 116, 167 
Gs pinssendncenacbatece nce sace esi teed Rew 19 
DO cic te ata eshte tees ect anita, 24 
Be essictecsthi cena anel dee eset ASE ew ve 441 


CASES CITED. Xxiil 


COlOY sa V is csttersheea ae eee ca 114 
College Vv. Lacy........ccceeccecseeecceee eee 130 
Collins v. Land Cov... 128 
Collins, Redmon \V...........0..0.0.......... 15 
Colson vy. Martin.............. Bash oten fos 62 
Commander, Elizabeth City v....... 176 
Commission vy. Bank.........00000.0..... 164 
Comrs. of Alamance, Board of 

EHaducation V.............cc:.-eeeeeeeeeeeee eee 178 
Comrs. of Alamance, R. R. V......... 91 
Comrs. of Beaufort, Parvin v....... 177 
Comrs. of Beaufort v. 8S. S. Co.....128 
Comrs. of Beaufort, Ward v......... 146 
Comrs. of Bladen, Perry v...........188 
Comrs. of Brunswick, Bear y....... 122 
Comrs. of Brunswick Co., Robin- 

SOV OV fies st acetate eile, 182 


Comrs. of Buncombe, Fortune v...140 
Comrs. of Buncombe y. Malone....179 


Comrs. of Buncombe, Wilson v.....183 
Comrs. of Cabarrus, Drainage 

DISC LICE VW icercaitasaetinisieessevesenvindescece 174 
Comrs. of Carthage, McLeod v.....148 
Comrs. of Charlotte vy. Board......158 - 


Comrs. of Cherokee, Board of 
HGuCationi “V.. . ccccaiesdseceedceeekccscsenes 150 
Comrs. of Craven, Whitford v.....159 
Comrs. of Cumberland, Evans v... 89 
Comrs. of Cumberland, Lutter- 


DOU Visine teas che eee ee ees 65 
Comrs. of Currituck v. Comrs. 

Of (DOTO ticki eee eed ead: 79 
Comrs. of Dare, Comrs. of Curri- 

CATO Vices pec tacit eden e peste 79 


Comrs. of Davidson, Woosley v...182 


Comrs. of Davie, Peebles v........... 82 N. 


Comrs. of Duplin, Faison v........... 171 
Comrs. of Durham y. Tobacco 

OO oreo eee ee eee 116 
Comrs. of Fayetteville, Buie v..... 79 
Comrs. of Forsyth, Belo v............ 82 
Comrs. of Forsyth, United 

BP@th Ten: Vieces saeco mails Sie esee 115 
Comrs. of Franklin, Jones v......... 1380 
Comrs. of Franklin, Perry v......... 148 
Comrs. of Gaston, Puitt v............. 94 
Comrs. of Granville v. Bullard.... 69 
Comrs. of Greene, Edwards v.....170 
Comrs. of Guilford, Sechrist v.....181 
Comrs. of Hertford, Smith v......... 182 


Comrs. of Iredell, Mills v............... 175 


Me “ “eo ~~ ~ a 


AALALA AAAAARAZ 


“ 


~~ = “ 7 


“ .. “ <= J ~“e 


7 
. 
~ “ “ ~ - 


~ 


“ “ 


l|enagnAfa ao 4 anee a 4 A200 200 Goan Ge efcaaee AA0cAAoe 


oa “ “ ~ ~“ ~ a “ = 


OT terete een 696 
1 an CRORES 341 
Geode a cect teasat onanldactiacncets ie 430 
BB Oi diccsvpea ts aivoato ste rcdsbcacssscnere 170 
DR ate tect ts Mecca cece tect ct 398 
BG es reledeh ic aeehetia an tera nestierm tse 430 
BS iret gilt tncet ceed ceteaeatees 223 
BO i ieee seccetcncsraesee ate eee ai 506 
£1, ee ane rr RENEE 509, 529 
DOE rik ie al cae tas 351 
Oe eter sects cet te ec es IO 
Borate ater ec Nc 506, 568 
387, 389, 393........146, 276, 326, 
352, 353, 486, 487 
484... eae tee eet 473 
590; Otic. 247, 851 
adr foe sie at me 705 
TO cote ea the ec Ne bt sess 487 
a at ett 487 
1 Ean ee Sa 467 
76 ean Ten lo nee 705 
DOD ceca cts d tam seedy aha terns an nee: 506 
5 2 ee ee ee 467 
1) AEE Ce ONT Roe ce EO 348 
iy ered hatte nh tg cst te 506 
UE stearate seen seep ee eens 506 
BGO Maia tet cee th 354 
DOC lata ph ote eee renee st 354 
7: ae OME eee 247 
sa a ee ee et 83 
A casein aoe nee tee coches cota 355 
441, 446, 448........509, 516, 525, 
527, 529 
11) RR a ENT RE 509, 529 
eee neers 509, 527, 529, 534 
LT oe 470, 471, 541 
BO aah Sted che Moths alee cl, 403, 404 
Be teh he cb eae 538 
GOO oe es Dette al, 247, 340 
Decks cet nen Oactslecs oP wa clica na secs 354 
HAD. AG NS iyi diuretic donne 32, 299 
Gl cerecaiecileencautcceie 247, 351 
DAG ser hsecl Seen) uh icechs eat tacest 355, 487 
DA MONT ox cs toe, doa leat 348, 351 


XX1V 


Comrs. of Johnston, Board of 
Education V. ..........ccccecceeeeeeceeee ees 183 
Comrs. of Lexington, Earnhart 
Wie shonhae cok etl ascang eis sae te tease 157 
Comrs. of Macon, Board of Edu- 
COTIOD Ve tetece bide bcp turertecedyeties 187 
Comrs. of Madison, Trull v........... fe 
Comrs. of Mecklenburg, Holton 
. of Mecklenburg, R. R. v...148 
. of Mitchell, Bailey v......... 120 
‘gs. of Mitchell, Wiseman v...104 


Comrs. of Montgomery, Mauney 

Was Bivins luauata lovee Vratina aw ines Aeeeeenees T1 ON. 
Comrs. of Nash, Proctor v..........-.- 182 N. 
Comrs. of New Hanover, French 

We, . RacuititheddtunRuntevierdtietdenMaapevenusenecee T4.N. 
Comrs, of New Hanover v. Pack- 

131} Gag Bene eneae enn ge ae non eee ee 135 N., 
Comrs, North Cove Township, 

RPO Wii Vil. wpieancctesctatu used i caaideatevaiiece 173 N 
Comrs. of Person, Jones V............. 107 N. 
Comrs. of Pitt, Supervisors v....... 169 N. 
Comrs. of Robeson vy. Malone........ 179 N 
Comrs, of Rutherford, Redmond 

Ve. , xucbecseaadeyeunddan cy feisee shen dehcazasceuegenase 87 N. 
Comrs. of Salisbury, Wiley v....... 111 N. 
Comrs. of Stanly, Honeycutt v...182 N. 
Comrs. of Surry v. Trust Co......... 178 N. 
Comrs. of Tarboro, Redmond v...106 N. 
Comrs, of Union, Younts v........... 151 N. 
Comrs, of Wake, R. R. v............... 87 N. 
Comrs. of Wayne, Hicks V............. 183 N. 
Comrs. of Wilkes v. Pruden.......... 178 N 
Comrs. of Yadkin. Board of Edu- 

CR UIO. Vi. et csisdiececeiinic etcnavcieenbaondicuane 182 N. 
Condor y. Seerest.....000.0000.000..2-...0-- 149 N, 
Conly v. Kincaid......000000 00. 60 N. 
CONNOL, a Vie diecisccscievinseiorsecstcctocests 142 N. 
Conrad vy. Land Co..........0.0.222..- 126 N. 
Construction Co., Quarry Co. v.....151 N. 
Construction Co., Slocumb v......... 142 N. 
Construction Co., Wheeler v......... 170 N. 
Cook, Benbow V.......0...2.....c4eeeeseeee- 115 N. 
Cook v. Mfg. Co... eee eee 182 N. 
COO WV shee i este ae ers ee see 162 N. 
Cooperage Co., Winborne v........... 178 N. 
COODCE: Si Viana het S, 101 N. 
Cooper, Walker Vv... 150 N. 
Cooper, Whitesides y.............2.....-... 115 N. 
Corinthian Lodge v. Smith............ 147 N. 
Corporation Com., Pullen v........... 152 N. 
Corporation Com. v. Trust Co.....183 N. 

N. 


Costen, Brown V.......2..222--eecceeeeeeee 176 


ZAZA 


SASSO COCGCOCOGOGOOSG SoCo oOoooo, OOGe 6. Ga. 2eaG Oo i +a 


“ 


“ “ = a ad a 


“ ~~ - 


* “e = “ 7 “ a “e 


~ 


- “ 


“ “ 


“ - ~ ~- “ ree 


“e 


CASES CITED. 


ew ew ee Pte wee 


ee ee ee ee ee ee ce ee ee 


CASES CITED. 


COSTN OPIS: Vitti ee en ee 127 
Cottle v. Johnson... 179 
COLON: We Tha Riciscieetawridetedaricostieessss 149 
Cotton vy. Fisheries Cou... 181 
Cotton Millis, Heath v.... 115 
Cotton Mills, Hosiery Mills v....... 140 
Cotton Mills v. Hosiery Mills......181 
Cotton Mills, Malloy v....00.... 0.000... 182 
Cotton Mills, Marks v........0000000... 185 
Cotton Mills, Marks v................... 188 
Cotton Mills, Reynolds v............... 177 
Cotton Mills, Tillinghast v........... 148 
Cotton Mills v. Weil... 129 
County Board v. State Board......106 
Courtney v. Parker........... eee 173 
Cowell Vv. GreQory.......cccceeccesseeeeee eee 130 
Cox V. Broweree..cccc.ccceeeeeeecseeeeeeeees 114 
COXe V. CarsoM.... cit eesccsseceeseerceeee 169 
Coxe vy. Singleton... eee 139 
Cram Vi Cram a ccriieieeccdvecsececteecas. 116 
Crawley v. Woodfin... 78 
Craddock, Sutton vW....0..0.....0-..0-.- 174 
CTISD (Ses Vicevdeatuatend ean calierets atilaves 170 
Crohon, Sternburg V................0....- 172 
Cross, Sanderlin Vu........0 172 
Crotts v. Winston-Salem.............. 170 
CTOUSO)? S55. Viseaiess ae ose 182 
Crowder, Walker V.......cc..c 37 
Crump v. Thompson........00.00000000.00-. 31 
Culbreth v. R. Ru. 169 
Cullens: ¥.  CUMO@ns 5 iv nccactnessnesintasnss 161 
Cumberland, Riddle vu... 180 
Cumming v. Barber... 99 
Currie v. Hawkins... 118 
Currie: ve Ri: Fes cicsescosticieecoeenscaed: 156 
Currituck, Dare Vie ceee cence 95 
Cutler Vi Cutler icccscinecidcceetecces 168 
Daniels v. Homer.......0.......-0..-0.--0--- 139 
Daniels vy. Homer...............cccccceceeeee 146 
DANICIS;. Sy. “Visckoh nate eas etcenei: 134 
Dare v. Currituck... 95 
Daughtry v. Boothe.........000.000.0.000. 49 
Davenport v. Bd. of Education....183 
Davenport, Simmons V................... 140 
Davenport, S. Vu... .eeeeeeeceeeeeeeeees 156 
Davidson, Weesner Vu... 182 
Davis v. Frazier... eee 150 
DOB VIS Vi ROC icccesin de vscwaweinteoctosnccs 142 
Davis v. Lumber Co... 130 
Davis, Packing Co. V.........0000.0.0- 118 


XXV 
IN yO Oe cacti ha tek Pade 668 
1 Cae) | en ee TTT 324 
IN COT ctr eee cesar acoteree 153 
Ne 1G ee ele ee 6, 10, 745 
> FE @ es ee eI 456 
N.C., 452, 458... ccccccccscccccceseesseeesseee 148, 742 
INO ge eee 744, 745 
Fok Or” (| ee ek er 114 
IN Cl SORT ecu cre aia Mus neo 306, 368 
NC AO ft Stee tesa teeter deueta 368 
5 Oe eee DE I Te 137 
N. C., 268, 278, 274.0000... 29, 105, 106, 
143, 626 
NC. 452; GSS essa eititewc old 254 
NCA. BS oc cere tsar cicctsten, ena 404 
IN Gig) B70 acctotedtecenhontieekcet de 121, 122 
IN aU anicneg ett etre cas ae 597 
NIC ADD a scr teste arlene cite tales te 65, 66 
1S (A Bigs: Sen Gn ee En ON a 65 
N.C, B61, 868 ..ccccccccccccccccecscessncssoeessoesnecn 9 
1S Pa © ee.) ee 707, 716 
Oy CE; eC ne ee ae a eevee BOS 
NG 5076 orth ac atoeninsncdees Meecthesinat hice 400 
N.C., 785, 790, 791... ccccccceecee- 791, 792. 798 
Ni. FBV FBG ioc ceecccsecssloscccascssdndecssavacteiee 117 
N.C., 234, 242, 248. ccccccccccssessees 64, 65 
NOs, OA Stora cies es ve ate aS 568 
N. C., 836...cccccscsocsccsscosssosssvsesescssssnscen 698, 700 
1 eC | | (ee 708, 718 
a ORT” |) eee en an ee eT ee eine 50 
NG OA adeno tote cerca Avie 70 
IN C281 ns cea acovestead daa tieectrecde eeu 24 
ie NE | Ra Pee eI ete 276, 352, 353 
IN Oi BOD: cox sci hide totes cay ia towenay Sticke tends 234 
V5 FE Sa 2) Nee eee CON 130 
IN ios A oie ot, Gir rareans heetat ad cies 463 
ine © he (1 | comer ae eee IO 354 
IN AO io atts aensscees idee 392 
D 
Se Oe 4 (2 ae eee er ee 329, 330, 332 
IN eee tees een gceeeie 332 
N. C., 641, 648, 649, 650........670, 672, 
674, 675 
a Es £2 |) ene 354 
iNT Ge <1 eee rs PO eee RRS 234 
Fr Oa (| ea ete Ce 32, 268 
NG AO Toc erste eiosaeate 8, 649, 650 
INC sO nse ccs telat eh Teh a bats at 310 
N.C. 604, 605 ...ccccccccccccecsseccescceeseee 327, 342 
© ee ae RI rE 301, 490 
8 31. ne nN en 549 
ne OA 1 a 1 (; Sean 143, 254 
IN AS oat a aca cut Prager gies 254 


XKVI CASES CITED. 














Davis v. Pierce... eee oll «Get a © Ram E's 9 SSeS En RP 218 
Davis vy. Salisbury.......00..00000000...... NGL NOC, WG teccacceccsedes cdeciaeentaceerceencyvate 471, 541 
DAVIS: Ss Vests 79 N.C., 608, 604........000000... 709, 712, 717, 718 
TVW Ss SV acs cee ven sen ecasticin de oanctonsec BB TIN MeN acct na ubtu Paev vena ovat neste Gea eanne eee 336 
TDS V1Ss Ss Yet eee ena a 18 RS tires 9) Nee renee nee Cer ieee Pe or 341 
TDA VAS: TOR OV cco tects a Ey Gh a, © hs | ° ene Oe 687 
Dawson y. Thigpen...............0...---- LOE TNO: AGG ese ecs eevee san ceeded cena 253 
Deal, Barringer V.................0006 1 Us ©: Sa fe rae: | 6 Saar ne nme ne 5 
DCO 1 cis Veeco es Se IN Ce AO crea vacate asta ererars yeaa cents T17 
Deblart:. Hyatt. Viescsiwawncass: TAO IN © BO te ae eel ite 570. 622 
Dellinger vy. Gillespie........00....000..... a Gs be ag, may 03 i Geter em SLMERTS Oie tn Octane pO? AARON 1389 
DeRosset, Ashe V...............00226.0--02-- DEIN Cig OO ebccecd iataitdel liu cxtRseraes ta ibndlege manne 108 
DeVane y. Larkins... SOO aIN Not 1 cesta to tieativen ubivrasdoatarensortacats i dioue 378 
Development Co. v. R. Rua... BAT IN Gg OOS cei saeis sees tecesteccucednneenenereeeees 29 
WD GW OV Si. Wiceeitaccesieestiecthencen ces DS IN ss OO shorts e te te nthe a ee cesta bd 787 
Dibbrell v. Ins. Co...0.00 0... gH 0) a es 7: SRR nee a 157 
Dill, Bridgers V...........0.2..ccece sees e eee es OT IN Moe Oe rele Neches ht te tceent etek emetiaiath 105 
Dixon, Herring V............00.0....0.0000-- A i em; 5-4 er ee Re T05 
Dix, SV eee aes GOIN O21 Oy es OO sce Sects iae assets, 6438, 644 
TUR OPN Ss Vik eta coctscscd i et cent antie eter TB1. Ni Cie [BOS BLO seb decchtediwettee ee enk 670, 672 
Donnell vy. Greensboro............0....... 164 N.C., 330........ poke Paget cnx cecat cease cata e re 
Doub, Helsabeck v......0...0.0.0000000.0-2 DL IN As BO ares Gaston duane ledhinlssicisdyedrceideanaasles 495 
Doubleday v. Ice Co... IN, OUD iia ccteeadise tow catiaeandcoie, Rikers tie 55 
Douglass, McLean vu... BO Ne iy en icc d accu co ae isenrdeaedeh Ca cea vais 254 
Dowd, Fellows Wu... dis Vad ae © mee Gy Geaeeteter eRe Nae Ok nO T44 
Dowd vy. Stephenson....................-... BOD! IN Oe AG aii csl eta Picea pc aetlecelicket ete 922, 223 
Dowd v. Watson.............. Bes ton Seat TOD IN Oi TO eseccet lic tecaethaes Debts sot oealteen: 156 
Dowling, Wittson V..000.. i Ug. S last Ml Sea 9: VAR IR PD en IO ICR ae en Ce TD 430 
Doyle v.. BrOWD ei ecccsecssccssscescecsssenesss 72 N.C., 398 .. 446 
Drainage District v. Comrs of 

CBWATTUS. secs ecretetnbsa htskscteereeeees Te IN CO, ToS tied het 467 
PTA KOM ICOrE Wicessisessetieecasnies a Aa Pan 5 | | ae een reece 610 
Ducker y. Cochrane..............0222..-.-- 5 7-aae ORO cena ae ee nC 578, 579 
Duckworth v. Jordan......000...00..2.--.- is bo at Gite Ga a 2 Ele ners ne ee 397 
Dula v. School Trustees........0....... GT N.C, 426, ASV iiicencess ceecccerdcvese ss 506, 568 
Dunbar, Wilkinson V.....................-- TAO Nis. BO be ake eee aac: 589 
Dunlap v. Willett... EB: NG MC cab 6 occ tenttohed teeters wet ete e hs Talat 622 
Dunn v. Beaman... eee eee 00 MS I ak A] rere er Penne Oe ene ee ee 5 
Dunn Vv. Hine@S..3..5.205 ook eck ccceet yO Sa Ss, Ore (ea I. 396 
Dunn v. Lumber Co... DU IN igs An eae Sewtcctah ES tuted ln gett egiekecati 22 
Dunn: ¥.. Markie ccccciectacenencs:. bE 3 Ta RO AS se Sen ES oe a 821 
Dinston,. Se Vecsecisccecisa haccticeceleseess EIN is, OO) ad acer AO take rt aad 417 
Dupree v. Dupree... eee y Lael AR Oram | 3: | eee 191 
Durham, Guthrie Vo... LOS INC), Cease st et 242 
Durham, Holloway v.....00.00 DIG: Ns Gok eel Gib chiens dcesnres oases 272 
Durham, Riggsbee vu... D8 IN i BOO see cecitet ste Cuarscth nt uenutence, 247, 340 
Durham, Riggsbee V...........0...0....--- 5s SON EL OS ar ot eae ene ena ee A 827 
Durham y. Riggsbee...............0..0..- g 13 a. Oo ae 6.1 Ome ne 568 

E 

Earnhart v. Comrs. of Lexing- 

OM Secoseie heats eee eroncace wees cae tee 157 N.C., 234, 236 ooo cocccocceccececcceec cee. 61 
Baston, Barnes V.......0...2.0. cee 5 co a ae Eremee «Se a nn 616 


WGCnS, 17. VO. een ee Dea Nis OD sa, ester es etter siesta te 20 pul cha oe T44 


CASES CITED. 


Edenton, Small VW... eee eee 146 
Edgerton vy. Kirby......0 156 
Edmunds, Taylor W.wu................. 176 
EKdwards vy. Comrs. of Greene......170 
Edwards, Gardner V..........0...:000006 119 
Edwards v. Goldsboro..........000....... 141 
Edwards vy. Henderson.........0........ 109 
Edwards, [7 1.......cccccccessssesusesssceees 172 
edwards v. Price... eee ee 162 
Edwards ¥V. R. Ruuw......cceesceeeeeeene 132 
POA WATdS,. Ss. Vecciscccsescsccidstessoceiseasdanes 79 
Edwards, Steel Co, vu... 110 
Edwards, Vann V.u..... ccc eccececeeeeeeee 185 
Ellington, Mial Vu... een 134 
Elliott v. Brady...........0......ccceeeeeeeeee 172 
Elliott v. Loftin....... ee 160 
Ellis v. Institution.....000 0. 68 
Elizabeth City v. Commander......176 
Erwin Vv. Morris................cccecceeseee eee 1387 
Estes, Millsaps Yuu... eee 187 
Etheridge, Stark v.......0... cece ee 71 
Evans v. Comrs. of Cumberland... 89 
TOV ATS: 5 Vie cen eieencncteienss eee 177 
Everett v. Newton.............0....::000 118 
Ewbank vy. LyMAan......... eee eee 170 
Ba parte McCown...........ccccccccesseeenes 139 
Express Co., Byrd Vv. uu... 139 
Express Co., Cauble vy. ................ 182 
Express Co., Reynolds v. ............ phe? 
Express Co., Thompson y. .......... 147 
Express Co., Thompson vy. ........... 180 
HPxum, Bank Ww.2u.o.. ce csecceceseceecees 163 
PTs eV srs cccescteceics anbeteenseences 188 
Fairbanks v. Supply Co....0....0000..... 170 
Faison v. Comrs. of Duplin.......... 171 
Falkpe?.. Sic Visiisncvcisiarasvacinecncraeeees 182 
Panning <9 e Visiccceccieccccsrencessectacecn 94 
Parges: V:. Pug: csascacvnninalie 93 
Farmer, Sharp V..0......c..ccececceeeeeeeeee 20 
Farrell, Fipp: Vicsstscasciestcencece 169 
Farrell, Hipp V..........ccccccccsscesssececeens 173 
Faulk y. Mystie Circle.................. 171 
Paulkner>: Sc Viciescuwindatoniia:. 175 
Faust Vi ROBY icici cies itenecet 167 
Fayetteville, Broadfoot V............... 124 
Fayetteville, Hall Vu... ee. 115 
Feed Co. v. Feed Co...........-..1:-e2 182 
Feed Co., Worth Vu... eee eseeecececees 172 
Feezer, Machine Co. Vu.......1s0000 152 
Fellows V. Dow3@..........:....c---esecceeeees 182 
Ferrell v. Hales...............2.-::ccce--eseee 119 


Ferrell v. Mining Co.......... Becuasctes 176 


AAAAAAAAALAALAAALZLLAALLLLZLZALALLZ 


hy 


AALZAAAAAZAALAAAAALAZA 
aganagaaaaaanecaaaan 


“ “ = “e = 


nnagnnnaageacaaaaaaeaaaaaaaaaaaaa 


“= aad “ “ = ~~ “ “e = ~“ ad = 


5 a eee eee eee 568 
52 a a ea ET 506 
BO Ces sstecle teenie acl east ten tee 139 
BAR AB a tein eacirct sit ocd ele 32, 229 
BOG eter ede eta ies aeorhs 581 

BOs iin ok aduidudimeaiesants 121, 122 

Be Nia tah aside nee cat tee 616 
OU eee eect vatra aa eet 420 
| Sa ae ain ene SPN Pea oe 699 

DO gael etienta eed Atiedictet hes 783 
O50 nr nahh dcr iouinis 236. 238 
ONS Ob eine iale tte icelva one 130, 615 
BO oie teen tenesciedie toe cea! 396 
Dour ile ct eee ac et 543 
ee rt tte Nee tear oe 125 
B62 naa ncrcucaae eiteien, 397 
Dene Pee 404 

a eae Oe ED TT 430 

Satan ek to ates aes ach oalseet 125 
BBO sets h cnc nchaae, dacs etees 391 
72 ae ae re oe 456, 457, 459 

op eee eee Oe ene 506 
BU d eeeioncte sige ett ete deat 791 
27 1 ee ee ene ee EC OnE a 40) 
B00 DOS ineieeacacneesneahes 64, 65 

i aneee e e e c eeaee eet ets 677 
2 ERE SCTE SARE a 105 
oe ean rem eet, 744 
7) ener Cn eaten eee 178 
ONG As ote ntto ye etn cheatin 69 
AD ecesristtadyaciidaan see oatatcc ah 204 
BOON ee tare cette eee Morea 254 
Oo Pita tet ont ct auteseen tte. 650 
BG aaah aortic iene 417 
AG h eaters sonal arts ent 355 
TOS, TOD cicceecneesect Accent tal 718, 720 
O80 sin coestcdtna een eet 792 
3 Opa eat Rene EERE era 116 
DE ie De ctccteatislt aetna, 122 
BD eisai iiteieanteste Genet cteh aes 406 
TD ccc asennad ie tee terece ts 406 
BOM Ae tat eenstasagettayies ie 157 
(San ae rere ee 667 
1; a ened ne OO EON Dy 26 
ee One 354 
751 OOO a eee OTe) Ye 136 
BOO) cA tease acer ed cs . 182 
CE es Veena eae ine 148, 254, 463 
BG og cect ene nsec tances: 121 
sled ark actatccetet nse Cpe te 744 
OO tas cicedite usta Caccoment ci 399 
21 see ne al eee a 100 


XXVlll CASES CITED. 


Fertilizer Co. vy, Thomas................ 181 
Fertilizer Works v. Aiken............ 175 
Fields v. Bynum..........00c00. 156 
PINE. Se. Missin caheeewecedeumensies 131 
Fisheries Co., Cotton V...00... 00... 181 
Fisheries Co., White V.....000...00..0... 183 
Fleetwood, Wool V.......000..002.02-20-- eee 136 
Flournoy, Vick W..........e eee 147 
Dares: ib Ae 2a) & Steal “em ne Pea ee rats 
Foil v. Newsome.............cccccceeeeeeceee 138 
Fortune v. Comrs. of Buncombe..140 
Foundry Co. v. Killian... 99 
Ox, QURAN: Viscscectesccccsieles cccsesees 84 
Francks vy. Whitaker.......0000000000000.. 116 
Frazier, D&ViS) Vissi seseccccseveceeeoecesee 150 
Frederick, Strauss v..........0....00000... 98 
Freeman vy. Freeman.........00.00..0..... 141 
PYECTIANS. We. Vilcccciisosscccdeckctacvovstexnces’ 146 
Freight Discrimination Cases...... 95 
French y. Comrs. of New Han- 

OV OD: cite ntutee otter ses sei 7- 
Friedenwald vy. Tobacco Co......... 117 
Frizzle. RiveS vv... eee ence 43 
BEV OV» ee: Wht Maca aes 159 
Fulbright, Killian vu... 25 
Furman, Burton V......0..0...... eee 115 
Furnace Co., Buchanan V............. 178 
Furniture Co., Bank V............0...... 120 
Gaither, Broyhill v......000000.. 0... 119 
Gaither vy. Clement.......00000000.00.000.. 183 
Gardner v. Edwards..............02.0.... 119 
Gardner v. Tel, Co... 00.0 171 
Garlands Sy. Wicseesccecelccieeccsendedies cet 188 
Garrett: Vi BeaY .ici6n wee 144 
Gaslitig; Si. Vissecsccectel cu eeeeieen tec 65 
Gatlin, Saunders V............0.2.--0ee eee 21 
Gatling, Speight v....... 17 
Gay v. Brookshire......000.0000000..2...... 82 
Ce oii ete 94 
Gaylord v. Respass......0..00..0..2......-- 92 
COO Re DV ci setetekcaase ties eneeuetie edad cca cese 92 
Gibson, Brogden V........00..0-0....2....2-- 165 
Gilbert v. Shingle Co... 167 
Gillespie, Dellinger vV...........-.......-. 118 
Gilmer, Bank V..2........-.10.--.-eseseenencee 116 
Gilreath v. Allen........2000.0....00.....0.... 32 
Gladden, Nichols V.........-.....------.--- 117 
Glenn v. Bank...........2-.......ce-eeeeee eee 70 
COG Wale Ss. Vectcccsecnareaceeteeeteeanccnce: 128 
Goldsboro, Edwards V...........--...-- 141 
Goldsboro, Rosenthal V..................- 149 








+ 


EGSGOS SOSGoOC Oooo eOoaeGaaas 




















N: 
N, 
N. 
Ne, 
N. 
N, : 
N. C., 
Ni, 
G 
N.C.,, 
N. C., 
IN« Oy, 
N.C., 
INACS 
N.C, 
NOx 
NiGe 
NeG.; 
N.C., 
N. C., 
Nos 
Ni C., 
NOs 
ie Or 
IN Gis 
N.C. 
Ni, 
N.C., 
N.C., 
Ne Gi, 
N.C., 
N. C., 
Nie Sis 


ee ee ee ee eee ee ey 


ee ee ee er rr he. ry 


Se ee ee fe en ee ee ee ere 


eee eee ee ee a ee 


CET ETP ETT Tee Te TT Tee ES re Tee eT eee eee 


eee ee eee errr rere Se eee ee ee ee rey 


ee ee ee ee ee 


eee ewe eee wee ne ee oe eee 


eee ee ee. ee eee ee ee ee eS ees 


eee eee ee ee? 2 ee ee ee ee ee ee 


eee rte eee ee ee eee ee eee ee ee res 


Sew ee ee eee wee ee eee 


Scpeam eee sense eeeeecasen eeu seab aeons veceaectaeeanaue 


eee ee ee ee 


ee ee 


ee ee ee 


lil tele tole eo ee ee ee ere 


lt Aebeielielteieiieiiel tel ee ee 


debate te ee eee ee ee 


ed le ee a ee 


CASES CITED. 





Gooch, Vaughan V.............0.......0.--+ OD ING Cie Ba ic cete acticin ehnenckis eal eee tcc 400 
GOOGC: Sy Vices cakes eek ss BO: ING ico Gey Uiccshbtecl eed case tenes eel thes thes 44 
GOOdG Si VWisitcteunct nan wees: 2 ING ony: Sto tcsuaacnctecdaenue tae tic aes eewcnes tere does 663 
Gordon V. Price... eeeeee eee BOUIN GC: OOO x. eet peste eee 161 
GOPDEAIN D1 0 C cs ea ate LET IN eee ee rece ee eee ais 40 
Graham, Peebles V.........-.......---..-.--- 128 NO ese haat eee eeu 396 
Grandy v. McCleese.......0.. rN a 6 Pe) ©: 5 Re Re Pe Pe 579 
Grant, SDIVEY Vie. scccccscccsseccescesessiness OG Na Oi 2 ee Se a a ees 186 
Grantham y. Jinnette.......000002...... TCE IN i isco ee ines eres Bae ae 382 
Graves vy. Trueblood.............-.......- DOING AOS ec starrstnctg nei tsar srecnensateien OD) 
Gray v. Cartwright...........00..202....-- MEE IN Arg. RO atic Betas Sessa a8) ah es dere att cel 738 
Gray Wee dices haies atures ees: GT: Ns Mee hoes Faset ac cet atte netens seu nd a oeeuae ian saetegee 370 
GEV 5 eV ivece Gr sheceite tice ledetng creates a UC H2-aa a ei ema 01 1 aR ane Er Pe eee 644 
Gregory, Cowell Vu... eee ESO? IN Oy OO ok casetea sce eag es tea gy oes asdetaws Geen pokecsenne DOT 
GLrecOry,. Bi [V icaticcensia esis ep NO ig: GAG recs ascacs wet cccis teases dace wets TO-4 
Green v. Grocery Co\.........02..e. i iS es poet tes by [eee sear ie ere RCI eA ene tat 129 
Green, Horton V........0-...:.20-02.eeseee eee LOE: INC AUG > 408 cei coe ctw eeran tla dg 616, 619 
xyreen v. Miller... ee AGL NoGs, . 2 ctesscsnvekes eee ean Samco 4730 
Green v. Thornton.......0..00.000.0-....--- BD Neots OO cteak ce tovcsds tees sete teeta meres: ae 2384 
Freen, Wilder Vici. eee eee DN ge OE ial ial Gano loan oO mica il chest 
Greensboro, Donnell Y..........2.......- GA IN Sg steed Sew iversoad essence Sra existe [2 
Greensboro, Stratford v...........2.... a AN ae cic ied tort lea ea gett ae By. 38 
Greensboro, Tate W............ ee fa Pe es |” ee ee ee 568. 569 
Greenville, JeffresS vV....... 0.2... 4 INS ss OO cases a eee eee ester aus non vnad Searatleces 568 
Greenville, Lanier vou... 2... MG IN Ms SO Ns ho jae etal steiner: 670, 673 
GTiCe: Vi RICKS ces Seeseisaih stirs cs ckces MAIN iy, ODS eet chat ian A ahes se aiabecbate tatesatetta 370 
Griffin, Albe@a@ W.o....... eee cece INR, Se aah gente a te teat raat tates 100 
Griffin v. Lumber Co......0.0020..2.0.2..-- WAIN I 0g eee ante ttet ohh od pn dea lon een 139 
GTR oer yee aaa ceed doen shas HE Gite Cetin 0S 2. eee nee ome ER cers ne ER en 793 
Griffith v. Board of Education....183 N. C., 4O8 oe ccc cece cece cen ee cee eeee ees 248 
Griffith, MeArthur v....0000.0000000000... Ee DO te FOO Sua oneca a Ra eee te eo ceeds gta 498 
Grocery Co., Gre@n W...........2.eeee eee BNO VU a eesnatin ote canna apd a gelevqucaacseeegacdeaees 129 
Grocery Co. v. R. Rue. ETO IN Oe A elt ute etnd eA etl, 70 
Grocery Co., Stanford v........... aww l43 N.C, 419, 427, 428.000.0000. 5. 6 T 
Groom, Brodnax V...............ceeceeeee 64 N.C., 244, 245.0000. 30, 31, 506, 568 
Guano Co., JONES Vue... esesceeeeee TO Ny Cg tah shi tec athes eta adeegr yale 10 
Guano Co. y. Livestock Co........... VG NG gE change Aas case Bie eeest eile neiaacisaceentesete 294 
Guano Co... Moore W.....-...c.ceceseeeeees MBO IN Gig ee etter ete ts. 669, 670, 673. 674 
Gudger vy. Hensley... eee PAM PE, OG POR: fe 2: SOP cates MEN are ets OAT Pe 180 
Gulled ge, S. Wii. eeeeeeceeeeeeeee ec eeeees aa se Cony es curate as scecses iranian aac awe: 692 
Guthrie v. Durham........000.00000.00..2..- dU 3 ro ae ae Gen Ss Soe nee Cen Ne PE eR ee 242 
Gwinn v. Parker....2.......c.cceeee eee eee AOC ING Che. EO at hot heh te Oa sie ass 493 
Gwynn, Thomas Y¥........ Seb Octeesanatek is 3 Fa ee AO: | 6 | 8 Oe Rie renee eer aT 556 
H 
Hackney, Bowen V..............---..0.-- TSG NLA IB Adee ea 381 
Hafner y. Irwin.......0.....0.....-.2.0.0..-- 7) | Riel (Oe Spee vy | Bante Seek an Coen eptene Mr RE ae ce ae Ae Se eee 191 
Haglar v. MeCombs.............2.....--.-+ OO ING Os a Oddie cccatsite Sian hat eastite dentate 708, 718 
Haid, Williams v........000000..0000.0.00 118 N.C., 481, 486.0000 423, 783 
Hairston. ‘Os Vide neciceeeweeatcanes Bs aN Cag oe ius eet satiate aca gata tenet er hs 699 
PP AIPStON Ss Yai ceteeese eee Be IN CS Dk cecesatecbenicatenesustecsnivaacectveaubsacenaves 745 
Hales, Perrell W.........2.-..eeeeceeeeeeeeees LO: IN ig BOO aes Sches eee ng ta Srl Eaycsk pelts 399 
Hall v. Fayetteville... 5 a ee 0k ee” fmm ee ne RR pe Ren A ee oN 136 
Hall vy. Tillman....u...0.2.......cccce.ceee eee Be IN CS 2 Cr hasead she tee teat Cecddewtadntteci dn Kean 186 


XXX CASES CITED. 


Hamilton, £9 16 ......c2cccccceccccecesseseceese 182 
Hamilton y. Nance..............00..00-000-- 159 
Hamilton v. R. Rou. en 96 
Hamilton, Spencer V.........0.00000000.... 1138 
Hammond v. McRae................222..... 182 
Hamrick vy, Tel. Co.......e 140 
Hancock v. Wooten... «107 
HMantord *v.. Ra Rice cele 16T 
PRANTION: 5. Wiceacevndees tt enecteetae te 168 
Hardee vy. Henderson...................... 170 
PROVO 0s WV iatredtaicincece Aer eltacre ties 183 
Hardware Co. v. Buggy Co........... 167 
Hardware Co., R. R. v...........20...... 1438 
Hardware Co. v. Holt ......00000000... 1738 
Hargrave vy, King...... 02. 40 
PRAPVEIU EE Se Viisededsoxtiu esaediicatetededs 107 
Harrell, Williams v..............0........-- 43 
Harrington, Anderson y................. 1638 
Harris, Bunting V.......0....000.000000... 62 
bo UT eb hha & Ry cd cee oe 183 
Harris y. Russell........000.00000000.0.02... 124 
Harris, SaSser VW... eee eee 178 
Harris v. Smith.........00220000.... cece 144 
PRAT YIGs So) Wemeetetictiace te et eee ee 46 
Harrison, University v...........0....... 90 
PAPC, Taney ie eel eh ctece ene e. 67 
Hartman y. Spiers... .. ST 
Harvell vy. Lumber Co..........00......... 154 
Harvester Co., Bland Wu... 169 
Hawes v. Blackwell..............000202.... 107 
Hawes, Newkirk v......0....2...02..000----- 58 
Hawkins, Currie v.......00....0.00--..000-- 118 
PAV OS Vi. Rinse coke ees aces 141 
FRAN WOOG? We. Viet then ee 73 
Haywood vy. Trust Co........ cc... 149 
Heath v. Cotton Mills......0000000000.... 115 
Heggie v. B. and LL. Assn............. 107 
Heggie, Taylor Voi... ceecece eee 83 
Heilis Ve TNS iC Oise reeie bt vcsss 152 
Helms y. Waste Co......0.0....2..0.... 151 
Helsabeck v. Dowb...0.0..000000.....167 
Hemphill vy. Hemphill.........0..0.2..... 99 
Hemphill vy. Hemphill..........000..0.... 138 
Henderson, Edwards v................... 109 
Henderson, Hardee V................-.... 170 
Henderson, Hoke V...0000.2......-...0000. 15 
Henderson, SS. Wo......2e oc ceeseeeeeeeeeeee 180 
Hendley v. McIntyre........00.00...0.... 132 
Henofer v. Realty Co.......0000.0000.2.. 178 
Henry, Arthur V............2...-.002..c0euee LOT 
Hensley, Gudger V.............::::-:0:0000 82 
Hensl6 yj: Se Vicente, 94 
Herndon y. Ins. Co... eee 111 


ING Cy: erates ume nuestros th cadet aoe teus 280 
IN ai Oren enacts ee reo Iceni 3 
Ng ise Bs tae aN Ae ee 209 
IN Oe. A cates ee oer ee de ar 108 
N.C, 747, 752, 754........ 134, 202, 248. 
277, 487 
Nh Gs (Osa 1 9 Erne sete Cee Senne a nee annem ees oe 189 
IOs: ieee Ot ruben Mpa er aacereme snes B73 
Pt iO ani (eee roo an oe ee RD 325 
Ns Oa Lee ee OO oes eee ae erases 709, 718 
ING ON eerccntcnscoateest esl? et tadityteestacietastielir ees 636 
ON ies aarti ata ee cea Gases 678, 766 
TNs Mag, es easscashes cis ceiwaaat uacariebsataca aed 105 
DN AC, Oa catodecarra aan ac 5 ctl se lent iepaedanct Wien sccdnede 106 
INC eg EO a citeat tte ol aecaedecctaetilete, 126, 335, 399 
sts Breer. <3 0 eee eee ey or ena 315, 316 
Dy, OEE OF Limi cals wreldindea dines 665, 793 
BN AUG ce thes cya ttn has teri a tecdnu tains Cfeiden tile dad 196 
TN, EO ee nce arte sath trestle cade ata Late a bane 315 
IN en Ia odatcs setae es cok akan ieee Suceetesedi 600 
ING Cg So) OSG tNeictidrcetscuectiucel 145, 355 
pete ORAL |S): Coe nee irre eer atone re ne Sone ee 379 
IN ye se cette aes a ih edie eeaitads 248 
IN Aaya he a A et ache al aha ht lactate tenia a 399 
LNs Ae seeg« dh OO asin de steen rats siete ade eetenatneent ead aee 645 
ING tO ea ieee Me eerste Cats Miaiek 156 
TN ioe gn Oe ects eee che eye east ac tele ea a 161, 162 
BNNs, CeO ce ceagee Os ca sale ae teen 232 
Fae B Fey 45< eae aon tee oe ERIS URC ER Nee 742 
TIN A ALO essa naa 3 sesitea deacelohsd heed ssvenoict 417 
INO pi? AOD crsiegecramdesdteanatcenhornrsvitaluseeRenstaes 374 
TN May's pau vest aiabiantiawevenontwaunakynectucaveuredsere ye 3878 
IN ig, MD eae tsetse it Pi oat ton cals 130 
IN Cg as cx seca seel a uaawcaseaveugontiocstinstontas 6 
IN i ABT hush ehuceat ei Bale eden 673, 674, 675 
ING Gr Ue eats ah Sak Seal ca teil We eisai eget 490 
INS OD oats tieeenn Ha terceatinedranlta a caNit 456 
INGO fe Seto Bo ce kates Solr: faaar thee Miata 174 
ING sg eases ue oh eae nse ae acne et 455 
INS Cig JOO OOO spseteenvtserat nana iitaverebes 35, 157 
DN as oO scree Pera dteegance ee ci eae lamcesnadene an aos 303 
DNAS ge O Diectartnssss cat Seentaiuec deat wsetadunss ati 425 
IN AE ic en Ais ad Dart cele wateanaies Sacha 491 
DN ies OE esate itd lad aneeetonperltatsauceneutaesns 50 
DN Ogee ves ver oe etiasrpceties nc er sue kat acess: 616 
ING i SOS sean nares coevt sa vocenantaca tine tacdddsateuds 636 
NO: Ace ea ee ill ce eate theetauss 543 
ING Og CBO ecak eats taloncaeadt Sat sG lta aa ees 4 
Fa Ae Ra 6 ee a em eee 186 
IN 5 Cips, OE htncerec neers eae ai hen tan 259 
IN iy, Og BOR icaisie eae el onal eo 10 
IN 5p ES a ioc eel natin Gs cami Lee Sa. 130 
INC LOZ Bees tecipes sos tees wetted ecatoraieos 673 
IN Os BOS cect scien dtm ees 616, 618 


CASES CITED. 


Herring v. Armwood.........0.....08 130 1 
Herring v. Dixon..................:0--08 122 
Herring, Niblett V.............-.---csse 49 
Herring, Sasser V......-..ce:cceceee wesits 14 
Herring: Se-Viiewsd eee 145 
Herring v. Williams....................0+ 158 
PICK OPY “Ve Tes. Ry eseesctcascncccncatavsesiensz- 137 
Hicks y. Comrs. of Wayne........-... 183 
Hicks v> Mis: Concise. 188 
PRL GS fS 5 Vice thence tevacmsencdadevevenansenutntns 124 
High Point, Snider v...........---+...+ 168 
Highway Com., Wagstaff v........... 177 
Hill ‘Vv; BCA tic nceia cence 150 
BAlY yy TON Olr “CO ies adeese eres esses 176 
Hill, Machine Co. VW.......-::-eseee eee 188 
5 0 ah a © SO 5 enema Teen ONESIES 180 
Hill v. SkKinmner................ cc ccseeee eens 169 
Hill, Starmes V.........ce--e esse seeeeeee cee es 112 
Hines, Dunn V.u...........:scccssnscesserenss- 164 
Hines y. Rocky Mount.........-.........- 162 
PE TYAS. 055 VU paces ceecertecondietevetsacenehan es 179 
Hines: White Vieiisn cases 182 
Hinsdale v. Sinclair...................-.-. 83 
|S hey R0) OMe & Nee a: Aaeeannen enneteece ene nen one ees 180 
Hipp Vi. FATT OM icicden pa caccscicenceceuiecs 169 
Hipp: Vi. PPO oacccccnceescviriccncccataesies 178 
Hodge, Clarke. Vicscvccssssissesincstedesciincs 116 
Hodges vy. Wilson............ 20. 165 
Hodgin v. Bank... .ceeesceeree ees 124 
Hoke vy. Henderson.............:s.-220+0-++ 15 
Holden v. Royall...................s---sseeee 169 
Holden vy. Strickland..................-. 116 
Holder, Monroe V............:seseceeeeeseees 182 
Hollingsworth, Bank V................... 135 
Holloman, McKeel v........... Ccdecatdes: 163 
Holloway v. Durham..................... 176 
Holloway, Tyrrell V........---.-.-...0+ 182 
Holly v. Assurance Co0.............--++ 170 
1S Co) Aan ~ is | Ce een ne SS 155 
Holmes Vi Ry Rivsccssvcscosvecoinestenacen 94 
Holt, Hardware Co, V...-........c0:0 173 
FOlt8i- Ol xicsciawrdcsmasss 114 
Holt vy. JOHNSON...........-..-cceeeeeceeeeeeees 129 
Holt, Orvis V cscctcsdh tind ctsiens 173 
AS (a) Lge see Seer ereee ne cent mero nco Er rT 90 
Holt v. Warehouse Co..............-..-- 116 
Holt v. Welloms..............:..-csceeeeeeeeee 163 
Holton v. Comrs. of Mecklenburg 93 
Homer, Daniels V...............:0:-ceseeeees 139 
Homer, Daniels V..............-c:ssseceeceeee 146 
Homes Co., Stephens Co. V........... 181 
Honeycutt v. Comrs. of Stanly....182 
HontzZ, Rogerson V.....-.....-----cceeereeeee 174 


H60d Vu SUttON sisi cece 175 




















A A EGA GRR NCO 0a 


cG. 
7, OF 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 


C., 
C. 
C; 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 
C. 


”y 
sy 
bt 
’ 
hs 
y 
*} 
ced 
*t 
bat 
“9 
“3 
) 
ad 
o9 
% 


#9 
+9 
’ 
ie 
#9 
"y 
"? 
"y 
"9 
4 
*3 
= 
#9 
#3 
a 
*9 
? 
"2 
*$ 
ne 
"9 
"? 
9 
a 2 
ed 
be 
*? 
3 
9 
bat J 
LS | 
*3 
*3 
"3 
"4 
"3 
*? 


303, 


ee ee tt re re) 


XXX11 


Hooker, Ja@ame@s V..2.........c0..cecceeececeee-- Vi2 
Horne y. Horne....0..... cle. eeeceee eens 31 
More: Vu Re. Riese cheek 170 
FAOINeLr. Si. Vivskaceiedsieewicnecess 174 
Horse Exchange v. R. R.....2.0000.... 171 
Horton v. Green... eee eee 104 
Hosiery Mills’v. Cotton Mills......140 
Hosiery Mills, Cotton Mills v....... 181 
Howell v. Howell... ee... 162 
Hoyatt v. Phifer... 15 
Hoyle, DLitZ: Vinccccccaee cs cecccecsaseeseceose 167 
Huffman vy. Ingold.........0... ee. 181 
Hulse vy. Brantley... 0. 110 
Humphrey, Thompson vo... 170 
Hunnicutt, Spruce Co, v........... 166 
Plant, ADDOUl. Vises cei es 129 
Hunt, CavineSsS Wo... eee eee 180 
FUNG PAY LOR Viienisiiitetcicecsecdcceex: 118 
Hunter v. Randolph..........0..0000000.... 128 
Huntly, Rat Vicccccx cea ices 27 
Hutchinson, Brown yv............0...0..-- 155 
Hyatt v. DeHart.....cc.:ccc. cece. 140 
LVM. a “Wisesinuden eiseenntieeeetae: 164 
Hyman vy. Williams.......00000.. 34 
Iee Co., Doubleday v............0.00022.-.- 122 
Improvement Co., Cochran v....... 127 
Ingold, Huffman yv....0..0...0.0.02.022...... 181 
PAVED ce Wituinniccieviepss, cuahacete 180 
In re ANG@YSON oie... eeeeeeee eee eeee 132 
PM: VE: ISCNNECE: Gacsiceccotsctoesecdavinesesce 180 
In ve Chisholm loo... 176 
DF C~ THGONS: : lectetdeeinaccscesentsbeuiessaecea 182 
1IN- VC BOWATOS: sisincicte cisiiostsiewn cs 172 
Tm re Gorham 2... cece eecceece es ceeeeeee AT 
fw Te. TAAMIIEON © acoeeccs sence: 182 
Tm 7@ Harriss -...2......ccccccscesencseeeesee ease 183 
Pp VE: TAINCOM. «wide selec oe ce 180 
PM. PC TOWNSOD:  sccisicscccredteiissiceles 182 
In re Knowles uc... cece csc eeee eee 148 
In re Ledford ooo... eee eee cee eee 176 
PREVE PATROL: cise ee eek 144 
11 TO. OSS <i Soiciehcctuie ee 182 
In ré SerMons ....20.2.....-22-seeseeeeeeeeee 182 
In re Shelton -.......00.0.0000.2-2---seeeee ee 143 
INTE StONG 2eiei Gite, Seles 173 
Institution, Ellis v......00000.00 68 
Ins. Co., Barker Vv. o.oo... 163 
Ins. Co., Dibbrell v, .......0..............110 
Ins. Co., Heilig Vv. oo... 152 
Ins. Co., Herndon y. .............0..0.0... 111 
Ins. Co., Lancaster V. ........ 2... 1538 
Ins. Co., Lummus ¥. ..2............00.0--- 167 


CheLolosononololevoyoiey lolol ololorolerole 


La | 


ALAA ALA 


HOGeGoasecoaesooonooeoanesadG 


* ~~ 


a - <a “ “ ‘ ~~ “= ~~ = ~~ “ “ ~~ - “ ~~ ‘ « “e a “ ~“ = 


ad ~— a 


* Ma ~. 


~~ aa “ “ “ “ 


CASES CITED. 





iii— 184 


CASES CITED. XXX1il 
Ins. Co, Millinery Co. Wu... GOON AG: DOO settee 2 eae ne AS. 392 
Ins. Co., Pretzfelder yv. ................ a ba Ks Sola rage: | 2 9 ener eee en Ree EN al 483 
Ins. C0., ROper v. ou... cssceccesensenncenee TEL INGO. VO Ciceiceadiweuesea seek tasccconiaticateese atten 223 
Ins, Co., Shuford V. ....eeeeeeeees VOC ING Cy. FS accsccscsiGies neasvecssereoec aes oe 156 
TNS; “CO g. USCS: Vi. wc cccdscesssccssassinccendss AS IN Cio O26 s ccecceussceseas ssneceuscnancscebesstesendebsecels 153 
Inse COsn- Latham: Vi ccscaleeisessisctaness BOB IN iy AOS ssostaa sta veace hed aiuddceiuslistaccriecatias 157 
Iron Works, Moore  ..........-.0sccc00+- BSS INIA BOG rc cccandanaieacwadaisaarteatuvenctandsnceeaies 180 
Irwin, Haffner vu.........cccccccsescceenes OP ING yi CO piasieetecicucenctaniavensalatsecsnieteugdscaviulet 191 

J 

Jackson, Brown V..........::cccceeeeeeeee 119: NY Cy B68) OT Liscestassescicrdetesnses 510, 527, 528 
JACKSON V. LOVEC.......-c...ceesscccenenseeecees BO IN Oi) OD eee aioe 462 
Jackson vV. Tel. Cov... .eeeeeceee cee EBON G Cie Ot neces ene eee 42 
James v. Hookevr.................2.c:::c000+-+ V2 Neg CSO eccrine ete 381 
Jarrett v. Trunk Co.............ceee VAS NO BON esecdeseccvecenasbccsnncsssaciecsevedesteceess 760 
Jeanette, Potato Co. Wu... hac: Sa A, nme”: pe re 459 
Jefferson vy. Lumber Co........-0....... GS. ING Oip:. AOi nce asiioncsieinctiatendonenteats 64 
Jeffress v. Greenville.......0.....0..... TOE NGOs, FOO cctes crsivaees ste coeeanes BR acmiedemeetioe 568 
Jenkins v. Lambeth........000.. 172 N.C., 466, 468....0000. eee 378, 379, 381 
Jenkins, Shaffer V.........00..- EIN GCs, <1 Oirscds dhehoaseteu ned aus Nabaaevasoteadesudinesievout 504 
Jenkins, Wilson Woe. ee eee TIN ig | Ab ssetcwataen cSeaavtadteuesceesedteoatucnndee. 503 
Jennings v. Stafford... Os aN igs 1 Ot coseahatatverciadetyadee eeawaat neues soantes 446 
Jinnette, Grantham V.......00..00... SALT IN Moray! ee Odeo ceiasanauedu wows reakvensseteuunbeesiewiacenadae 882 
Jobbing Co., Basnight V................. VES INC >. OOO sand aceawnankepee ri inaatacasalaotinent test 139 
Johnson, Balecum V.......0.0......e OG IN id Gog va cts stn tse ctestas state Gea ducaaa Senetocecive 385 
Johnson v. Board of Education....172 N. C.,.162, 167.2000... 81, 84, 85 
Johnson, Cottle Voce cess eee PTO INGO. B60 oe oat ao astdsiesennaene 324 
Johnson, Holt Vu... eseeeeeeeeeeennes Ey NG Cinh fh os est eguscuceuecssaccececeecace doatesseecccutesckosvs 771 
JOHNSON, [0 1 .o.cccccccccccscenscesceserecesees DB IN Coy O20 OS 1 wevenasenccaecaoeevbsncstaneusecassecered 64 
Johnson, Lynch V...u. a ceeeeeene cece TUL Na Oa. ON Vay cccccissiesus seis oacens le enceeasbarextapueteticais 440 
Johnson, Paschal V............:cccsceceees OS: INa Oey, AZO kecnsccesiaeceseneeesnccedeniouse 201, 326, 352 
Johnson v. R. Rocce ce cccaesee eee DAO IN Oise 1b 2astes ceca va ce toceia csaasteccacacsancen.ceaceues 106 
POUTISOD V. FRe TRivctaeeesticecaSeceececctie, 1638 N.C., 481, 452.000 180, 452, 588 
Johnson Vv. Roberson ...........ccsccceeees IN oO cg OE ro ctona sis wh bceadsvertowevaduteuancavanederaeaoes 218 
OWN SOT Sic Viriseeccris ie sasceevathexseceetee PG: NGG e264 ais cacuatcasanuienceadartecandgecteseysatersactas 750 
DORMNSONs. Si. Vissscrdcvecerccsninaipacsvesauevetzes DOG TN Cie OO 2 saa setecachancnaatvecescaeesec atovencaviitencanci 644 
JS OI TSOUS NW ie he tot ecacetaetaecasuieccnes DOIN yg, OS sesatwiecs orcs acceean Gea eaaseeseecasterati sees 786 
JP ODN SONG | Dc “Weis ocxtsedesa ccc endecerscedecdeces Baas ING Cs O40 ores saoartaus passin vecceeuenitaranasenaueeuses 331 
J OHUWSON, Be Vo casdeccicscvevetovaccseacsicencsets TSB Og, TOO lars baie tehce uate seaseeMeseotes 610, 618 
Johnston Vv. MCRAry........ccccceeeeeeees BO IN: Gi GOO vc sssrereAscexssscctnsdaanseaem enews 556 
SOHMSTON, Se 7V eocciheeccacsedetcciecccsesccidsi BS INGO OB aoe ea cece sence cocwaacaweerecar seeanctees 662 
Johnston, Williams W....0.......... OF ING © Oe xeetesittaceesecn ceneceiesees 161, 162, 163 
Jones v. Comrs. of Franklin.......... TSO IN i i cs ceases eyelet celica 408, 404 
Jones vy, Comrs. of Person ............ BOC IN ig 2 EO areca au ttre hee raseceatiactereeaneucet dens 538 
Jones V. Guanod CO... eseeseccsneees OOr Ne © LO aeinectctctranlesieicesoeerneen eee 10 
JOneS VY. JONES voce ecseeese eter eee nee i bs se nc © HO © aR Re ee Cer §22 
Jones v. Lassiter.........0......0-.....--ee BOON Oi WOO varicmtuntecasanceec cesses acne ceeeaeuaes 82 
Jones, Manning V..........cceeeeceseeereeeee BAS IN Oa, GOS cea ce even tnce ile enateiineeeen 234 
Jones Vv. Mian... ewecccesenccse ees OP INES AOS son cecriceteens aseitaes ee aat 579 
Jones ¥; -Dliel.. cca BZN Gig) ZOD crceepceotes tect tens teues access 579 
Jones, MOOre V......-....--ccccececeesecceeeess 76 N.C., 182, 186, 187....0.0000 82, 83, 719 
FOWES VY. OLIV eEr a... ccccnseseecenereeeeees BS INYO SOO excrete et ch an Oe 378 


XXX1V 


CASES CITED. 





FP OMOS EAN, POTTY ix se2o ot cooescsacincncaseceoens Nat gt eae teas Sac aa ts ee Sekt is 
SONOS OR. ceases te, Selec UO NG oO ews detectar eset oleate os auh dimcaeeu meet 
SONOS) Se“ Vicchcail iciecaesceetenesidccneatea EN Ry (LO aria stead ketene aeeeiea Atty 
SONOS: 15s ON tebe et aol lain! Le tae! ES2 IN, Cg TSO, CBT POO sxiccs ates eet 
Jones v. Whichard.......000000000000002.... Gy As Te si Reece Scat i hate tance Be lth, 
Jones, Williams vy, 2.0000. DEIN SCR JOO isihete eer etrec ad there ieee 
Jordan v. Bryan... eececeeeee DING er. TO stint tev aie canatale tara Metaaeaanet satteuet 
Jordan, Duckworth v.02... Ds IN oe Oe Cece eGaee ttf a auc Hatdivitaresee ne eedd 
Jordan vy. Motor Lines......0000.00.000.... DS IN Go On sie a dva teGareau ie veil beatae naemotn ss 
VOUT SAN i Verse acecuccelat ia cena DON AGO Oise ce ssc old sey occured se eve ieeOoiaateene 
Justice, Barber Vo... cee eee TSS Ne. i Recta oie denen else devices 
JAISTICOR. Sr Wiel Nes eb IN Moe ABO eee socesyiceeess faank godt aie dasade hai 
K 
Kannan Vv. ASSA@.... eee eee DS IN Cig: 0 Gee ete cela nerdst Tek scones Oot 
Katzenstein, Ober Vu... eee TOO NGG 449 oa Ny olestnstigs evasinaudecpteskee 122, 
TGC “TROMINS: Wield teh ea WS NGA’ GS eee ea tactic Bo tae th eens 18, 
Keen, Davis V.0...2.. ccc lcecececcceene neces a IN A SO ZR xc ion shon. toate tie ant Ne 
Keith v. Lockhart.......0 eee. 171 N.C... 451, 456, 459. 0000. 146, 355, 
Kelly vy. Traction Co... EG Ni ps TOO teh caasta atecan inescnues ccna cc Sex oie 
Kelly v. Traction Co... Dye IN Gk oso ne apa a thea eee ha en 
ISCUINGY,, 3557s. isnt eecty ey, NGO Ne O20 Gees ces ees tt eer aet ot Ov 791, 
Kennon yv. Tel. Co... Dee! DINGO 5 28 2 nel leueucacra does aves suaddaterene. 104, 
IORI OW pacer in carol eben IN Oe DO sisite tac aveseesaactieun vidio csedaceceeibe 711, 
Werner, Laffoon vV........000...ccceee eee eaee TOS Na Oey SL ciwcavthrnrisaceseabaaiconcccesensts lok 321, 
ISOrner We Gs Wicailte a cessteteeett EOIN OCG “OT sacsuty ithe Geres As encisimnaetote. 
Wernodle v. Williams... Nee Nig ipa nce esi steed wallet Be Sa oils oktaeg, 
Kerr v. Drake......c00cc.cc0c0---cceeeseeeneoos Ee IN eS sei egr tikes doaadiateide aguante oes Veots 
Kesler vy. Smith....0.....00...... ees OOO IN fe: Deis ee a AS os yog lid Bt enon ee 
Key v. Board of Education............ EO TN Co echo ate aa ie asserrne Deena vations 
Kiger v. Scales Co... ee BO 2 IN Gi, hee acres ied ahead tre deceatndass 
TR TSORS, S59 Viedintescatvecciudetnitaiacteseadtonpese a it a ae eae rm: | 6 eR eee ee 
Killian, Foundry Co. v.................. IN Coy TOU Lea ei go tess hus eeele tect eee Mapes 
Killian y. Fulbright... 0. OG INa Cty. . PO Nas Dubaivat clei tarcductr cette cen lacie Dia ee 
OT OS. Venere ncteeete ta b By fs Se s(n Co” 9 5 A 
WRI AN OSs Vielctirccteneeeseieitntes: BU Go amt (ral Smee (57's Pane (0 > ir ne eR 698 
TSUN RCL Se Vi caie ch ceavetatocevaces 4 Fea PO es Wma 0 PA ee eee eae 
Kimbrough vy. R. Ru... BS CIN 20 vactcaatt tiie uiaddacelniinetleonaw Sie seateres 
WM VR Biccrstec sedi cca ivensiicedissetend TGO 5 Og AO (riots teretnd etc iti eedi tl oo..55 
Kincaid, Conly W........c.cc.e ccc eeeee ee eee GOIN AG yy OA issn aoc tanecan tite 2 ended casey oda 
KRin@aid) Sic Vise ete ted EOS ANG Ae OD arth renee ort don deosy 10, 459, 
King, Bowen V..........::c::ccccceeceeeceeoeee 146° Ne GC. 89; DOO eo. sicsce deren eet nts cee 
King v. Bynum... eee a dame, ra @ ean: |S ji Ute ei eee Pm aR en ne en Oe ee 
King, Hargrave Vu..........c0ccccsee eee BOUIN SO, FSG visesleat wad dince dats, tedtetrosbenels 315 
TU Ve Ree a ceased ss esa ceseisecainas OO 2 ING Oleg 2B Sv ceretssagsioditesnse cane Ucnantenteciteausccnbes 
Ring Ve Ri Rig. caw tional eseny Hy G: See Pag Oman: | + Meee ate a an ie tee wena cee Oe ee 
Kirby, Edgerton v.................----.0---- Eo aes eed ORs 1: Sone Renn nee ee Se Ese Oe oe ee Er 
WOISTIOT Vi Wie Riel ia DOA ING © OO esate ed Seacrest ete eed ave aida ao: 
Knowles, [1 1€.........:.:cececsccescseesesoeees 148 N.C., 465, 468 ooo ce. occ ccc cceecccceeecees 
Knowles vV. R. Ruuiie.....e.ccsseeseeneeee eee TOD OIN EO is + [OG Se icsied tresses Monde ccs creed iiatuen, atl ve 
KOONCE: SV ecctseeententsentansnnntatncn OB ING C714 Deo ected le atneinee vege epstcdeee neces 
Kornegay, Musgrove V......0..-....0.. 5 Re © LY fee em oo ea IR 
Kramer, Morris V.......020..0.000000000..-- Be IN ge BG, OO cecidera ecstatic vetoes 78, 





























CASES CITED. XXXV 
L 

acy. vo Bank. 2.2.42. ee 1837 Ci. BIO Reine nse 355 
Lacy, College Wr... ee ccccceceeeeeeseeees IN ey. ae Ssctade oct ca ecicvesaatdece bet eeneovanenas 341 
Lacy v. Packing Co.....00...0..... BOF IN Cig SO 1M adtnteee tense eieae eee 527 
Laffoon v. Kerner.............--ceeeeeeees DBS Ns Ci Be Meiccteete eaten Gentes erect 821, 322 
Lamb Vi Ba@Xter iv... ccccccscccccscccecsccvene Be ING Cec,” OG sate Scat iee pce cteaa eevee 234 
Lam). ¥s am eesti as WT Nv Cs 1a cid steelers iais 301, 562 
Lambertson v. Vann....................06++ BSS Ne Oey. +b Ores eacae cis edantncieteatalenie teicstasestenssadsltee 114 
Lambeth, Jenkins V....................... TTS: NGC... AGG; AGS nai Sites cecisanceters 378, 879, 3881 
Lancaster v. Ins. Cou... eee MO ING ey, OO co wshacte ic nnnaiane Malu @ivistad ia tuisesadtesies 269 
Land Co., Collins W.-200000......2.....005- BOS: IN Ce 7 Oi sass wincewiesnaceceesebacataseeceuy achworses 430 
Land Co., Conrad Wu... eens Hs aed a ey if | Re en eS 430 
Land Co. v. Smith... eee eee dsp (a a (7. ee 527 
Land Co,, Woolen Mills v............. PS IN Ge i het Seca yea eases 229, 230 
Lanier v. Greenville... tLe: Fa a. © Age 0 2 (n [Reepeoce eerie ean er Panne 670, 673 
Lanier vy. Lumber Co, .................... TT INGE. LOUK ocr inten eerecaccwed 167 
Larkins, DeVane V.................000eeee EN IN ch. 5 Uk wastancsaeuscuctaonitsaagemaes cases oe 378 
Lasley vy. Mercantile Co................. BED INO I caccdwasien vata sas coca ea ee deta cereaevetteas 173 
Lassiter, JON@S Vu... eee eeeeeeeees DOIN Cis 8 TO sassciche eds os cernsn cud wednas ad ctenaindtags 32 
Lea v. Utilities Co... eee L7G IN Os, 00 acste ear etice ie eta 760 
Leach, OSDOMN °V.cccccsccccccccccssescssccssiee DO ING MOR OZ ol hosncss ccltetevuathonaaeeenaneenaed 5 
TCE 5. ss Wovectekeese sen ecitoeinepeceeecoanceeet BBB IN ge OL ad oawceiven teevel caanteccaeeed ce dcautesteadees 755 
TAGTOL Gs 290 FC sec ac crntidrciecd eee ceded LN tage, MO irse sie Qatepsdaalteveta dias eaeneddenciextenveateeiens 420 
Ledford v. Lumber Co................... PBB ING NS ONG A cctoesaceiseevedstnts tadaiveienatacreeuseans 744 
Le@dtord, Ss “Vices ehh nceticesescctendss 1G INi Msg Td ae vitccb paced dtesictiabs ne ntadeettetl accents 609 
LeDuc v. MoOore..............ccccceeceeeeeee ee MUD: ING SG UD seaceccatesterntet eamtsiviieecetuarenss 161, 162 
Lee Vv. Baird.............c...ceccccceseneeeeeeeees NAG: IN 9 ea i thende tae teaches sh casa bhtad beataastatsesanesavnes 615 
fy == a, Oi Fin bie (gianna Pe On COTS eter enn TAO IN oes HO 2 ais ck oaks eden ease cteteace nae denies 142 
Le6-V Re Rs sein ataaeaaae TSG: IN: Gi:. Boo, OOO ares he esG ce rttee sds 29, 103 
Leeper v, Neagle... eee D4 IN, Cg 10 Ge acre atest een caiesden acces peasccraeseees 601 
Lefkowitz v. Silver... DBO ING ip io Ok Sees tats Siteeaerinoa des ceanten eaeeaeeees 315 
Leggett v. Bullock... eee BA IN Os 2S anise tecsidatsocetideti dria otieeiieskcas 331 
Leggett v. Leggett........ eee roto Mae fee, @ Arig El E- ete en Gat ove nP Wraier ieterin Onn Em AR ne eT Eee 491 
Lennon, Bank V....0....,..-..0000 B eeodeidee 5 rd | ive, Ps Arcam & | SREnpeR eneein Sie one en oie OTR Ne ARTS 223 
Tienoty Co42 FEY Wissssicccvctenpeecteesncinsz i Ts 0 i ss 3 WY Gp Ree ee nO PE Se 355 
Leonard v. Power Co.............:c0-+ POO IN oe Easier eee tondeec cee 139 
Lewald, Monroe V..............--:::200020008 BOT. INO) Ga oeccssdicst eteececa vest eecea cceedesetoees 373 
Lewis, Coley Vu... ...ccccceeeesceceseceee eens OF INGO “Zt Bec teu estate deceased. 441 
Life Asso., Scott V........ eee LST NO O18, OLD citi caescetescascovcscvarsntiun 2638, 264 
Tilly. (Bates? Visicavescesccecesscncccsesoaext Gog Co 28 2 aceectesns ates eein ia neeclstrauaeetiaa 363 
Lipscombe, Rhyne V.............-2....--0+ TAZ NGC. OOO ss asrccsiaacsecciecne ee tees 447 
Litaker, Burris V..........---scccsseeeeeeeees TBD, ING gh (Ow ston seal Pte es ee 744 
Literary Board v. Clark................ 3-5 ea 7 |. a re ee a ee Oe ey EA 48 
Little, Observer Co. Vow... i ay G3 a me: A: © eel ne ne RE 126, 334 
Livestock Co., Guano Co. V........... EGS INS OO: AAD ii eciciate te hosp test nteteddecesuecs 294 
Lloyd: vc. Lam ber CO vsdcesxctic eects ns MOT ING Cogs OT cea a, nes oe 493 
TOY NG. Bei cere tceeceeieweceestotes 151 N.C., 586, 540... 121, 122, 123 
Lockhart v. Keith... eee 171 N.C., 451, 456, 459.0000. 146, 355, 636 
Loftin, BUliott Vi... 1c eer eee 1GO- IN: © ig G2 occ ees oe eee ee 397 
TONE, MOMO VY iossesaccseepcessaspccaseiscgeressies IN 5, oie stad Re Sacalnanantie wievecth ees oesapeseee 196 
TONG ASV iieths sedges epee a aL OAD eM Be ene Ena ee REE PI 704 
ONS Sc Weccsadh devisees eeotaencans i sa An a oC: ‘Be nce eS eS 692 
Loucheim, McEwan V.................+++- 1 Es Gala ie Ob rca: (|g er nee ene oe ee 113 


XXXV1 


LOVe, JACKSON V..............scscscsseseseeees 82 
Love v. McClure... 99 
Lowder, Palmer W......22.-..cu eee 167 
Lowe y. Accident Assn........000000..... 115 
Lowery v. School Trustees............140 
Lumber Co., Ainsley vy. .........0..... 165 
Lumber Co., Aman y, ...0..0..022.22...- 160 
Lumber Co., Bowen Vy. .......0........-- 153 
Lumber Co. vy. Cedar Cow... 142 
Lumber Co., Davis v. ....022...02....0+ 1380 
Lumber Co., Dunn y. .........0.0002...-- 172 
Lumber Co., Griffin vo. 140 
Lumber Co., Harvell yi ou... 154 
Lumber Co., Jefferson y. .............. 165 
Lumber Co., Lanier v. ......000.000..... 177 
Lumber Co., Ledford vy. -....2........ 183 
Lumber Co., Lloyd vu wu... eee 167 
Lumber Co. vy. Lumber Co. .......... 169 
Lumber Co., Powell vy. 0...22.0.....-- 168 
Lumber Co., Smith vio... 155 
Lumber Co., Steeley vio 2...............165 
Lumber Co., Stephens yw. ...........- 160 
Lumber Co., Taylor v. ........0......... 178 
Lumber Co., Thompson v. .........- 168 
Lumber Co.. Weston vy. ou... 163 
Lumberton, Trust Co. v..........0..0... 179 
Lummus v. Ins, Cov... lec. eee 167 


Lutterloh v. Comrs. of Cumber- 


C2) 09 gee ec ee me ee ea 65 
Lutz v. Hoyle................ ath teats ti 167 
Lyman, Ewbank V.......0.0...0000.0c00 2. 170 
Lynch, Bowden Wun... ..eeeee eee 173 
TSVNOne Ve ORWSON iis eccctateveecceslivel. 171 
I5VNGh: Ve MLE. (CO ica eccccirate ccc 167 
TeV WOW, ay CC hee ales ose eee terete 94 
Tytl@s Be Viisescai eerie ea 158 
Lytton v. Mfg. Co..............cceeeeeeeeeeees 157 


Machine Co. y. Bullock.........0000.... 161 
Machine Co. v. Feezer..........00..00...- 152 
Machine Co. v. Hill .....0 0. 136 
MeArthur vy. Griffith... 147 
McCallum vy. MeCallum...........00.2... 167 
MeCaskill v. MeKinnon......0000........ 121 
McCaskill v. Walker.......00.22000002.... 145 
McCleese, Grandy V...........2.00..000--- 47 
McClure, LOVE Vu.......c.... cece eneeee ee ceee 99 
MCCUE CS 5 Vivccec bs tectccivtaciceneceocatavecnee 61 
McCombs, Haglar yv................. pete hes 66 
MecCotter, Brinson y....0.0..00000.0.... 181 
McCown vy. SimsS.......00.. cee... cesses 69 
McCown. Et parté...i.........-.ccecceeee 1389 
MeCoy FoORy Aisin bie: 142 














N. 
N, 
N 


elelelcholersl che oleole jee ol oleleleeoelerere 


= 











LALLAAALAAZ 


SCOCeeoas > 


aagceoogoenoonS 


“ “ “ ~~ * v . ~ ~ me Ne “~ ~~ ~~ 


* ~? a 


id ad “ ‘ ‘ ad “- “ 


“ e “ ~ “ ~ 


7 “e ~“e “= “ ~~ “ a “ ol id fed 


“ “ 


CASES CITED. 


BOO arora ul edi teas ateddece da tecane 462 
7 eee en er iene ee 40 
5 9 Ps 72 ee ee ee 234, 424 
MO ease ated teste aes oe eae 157 
De BAD eh etntcruscsstesesuteds 247, 348, 349 
Rie ecitaeece atone Sea oae tease ate 22 
POO iain aciacese costo teenie ee ata niates 460 
BND 6. ax cis cian tases sae moaseseseesdctacedeevaucoct 48 
BE iaorsate ss sa tiduse sees i Dadenuiaeuad caidas dvs 130 
bl: Sa Lyd 5 Selanne Ber en eee ee 148, 254 
) £7 RT Ee ARE LE Ren PRES Ee 22 
I Oeics chanted aaane ses hisciea le ioetendntvet egies 139 
DEP cepreb dl acesivakd su daeuyndepnetncuessde eaves 742 
1D clea nirsvaciriceedeataeseaesneesaldedeataues 64 
BN csein tcc ac sawn tyu deuce coeussas vad enddivaveseulens 167 
Go cseecactnanoredemecleganeenciae ares es 744 
5 Se ee Me oe ee ae Pe SP ee 493 
2 lo NRO PROD Ie eet ea OMT ES AER 50 
Oe Gala aalaalitacalere ah deat gaeiuns daceaes dail 215 
Re) se aca ea deel a eon wae dueonestacnaice 490 
ripple Ostet accel a toa Stes asa 142 
OT zcetealananet ea eth ee hte tan el tase No! ay) 
DD acne et devrea cues ttle tear abcedseetnenseacs 22 
Ps ee sacans its Acs nes tacaneintiteat 129 
ye een PR Seo ee eee I eet eA 49 
BE sce vitae fees ea eca ts ig cecal ana tang O17 
EL 2 Se RCO em rem er eRe  ee 269 
cA [5 REA rs OT LO SO OS 506 
ND 2 ssid Ih ca Nese reer Cain leat oe 315 
1) 1 5) | 0 = eee eRe RR OP RON 64. 65 
21 || eas eee eT ee 301 
ND Rip seatin sya ta aeclece let cithenabateea satis tade 440 
|e EE ree ne en) a ee eee 307 
De ipooxasasdascintn tess tatasrnaeeseatinioas OT 
y (1 aa (7 1 Bee een ee 684, 739, T64 
DOD 22 aie tl oda Urea oaae a otoait svdodane tase 307 

Ob se os Se che caicat shee amag eee deancdee eaealeee 121 
SV i aics teed Cass sasceteicabeteaiendcectaraacaseusenes 121 
DS i cacuizesseeecnatssbasurinds yesaneed acaekcss 417 
POG sy soul atceidec' ope ne scabelatedanehccumelathes 498 
eb LU as cawaswiceal cvahateasredseganseinteieren halter 396 
DDR ieccptletrct tousedtintah Gaston Seca banenasesiatee: 219 
Bi) Seah caches de eaanenieee peeleeoen 153 
BNE 2 sce asa Van eae ae scaheemitiaadeiveuden esas O79 
7s OS CORT ea oo Rea OR 40 
LR: 2 ee ee a ne 678 
3) Eee Aree eee eerie eT 708, 713 
Oo ose eete ce aie aa dno ete ys, 362 
DOD cette aera aaa Sts 457 
Dede ieee oslanete deere tse eae saat ease) 677 
Sto 5 a ea ee nee ee PE OT 209 


CASES CITED. 


McCracken y. R. Rueewece ccc eeeeeeee 168 


McCullock vy, R. Rue... ceeeeeeee 146 
McCurry vV. Purgason.............cce 170 
McDonald, Page VW... cceceeeeeeeeee 159 
McDuffie, Blue Voie... seen 44 
McEwen, Bank V..........cceeeceeeeeeeee 160 
McEwen vy. Loucheim.............00.0.... 115 
McFadyen, Williams y................... 145 
McGeorge v. Nicola... 173 
McGill, Carter VW... eceeeecceneece ees 168 
McGill, Carter Woo eee eceeeeeeeeeee 171 
McGimpsey, Claywell v.........0......... 15 
McGlammery, S. V....-...cscccceseeeeesceeee 173 
McGowans, Randolph v................. 174 
MelIntyre, Hendley v.................0... 132 
MGLVEr: Si Viiav ase tse 175 
McKee y. Angel... cceeeceeeceeees 90 
McKeel y. Holloman.................0...... 1638 
McKeithan v. Blue........000.0.... 149 
MecKeithan vy. Walker........00......... 66 
McKinnon, McCaskill v................. 121 
McLamb, Buggy Co. VW... ee 182 
McLaurin y. Williams........00000002 175 
McLean v. Douglass...............-:-:0 28 
McLenan vy. Chisholm.............e. 64 
McLeod vy. Comrs, of Carthage....148 
MCNGHl, Sc Vickeewet cence 182 
McPhail, Weeks V.............cccce ee eeeeees 128 
McRae, Hammond V...............00000-- 182 
McRary. Johnston V...........-2-0- 50 
Maggett v. Roberts... 112 
Malloy v. Bruden......00.... 86 
Malloy y. Cotton Mills... 182 
Malone, Comrs. of Buncombe y.,..179 
Malone, Comrs. of Robeson v....... 179 
Maness, Moffitt vu... ee 102 
Mann vy. Allene... eeeeeeeeeeeecee eee 171 
Manning v. JOmeS................. eee 44 
Manning, Markham V....................- 96 
Manuel: Si Vie eeenidecu mas 64 
Mfg. Co., Butler v. ....0....-.....--.. 182 
Mig C04 Clark Vir sichitedccsssiecenteetonts 110 
DE hs CO OOK Wy. est cactatw esses vests 182 
Mfg. Co., Hicks v.. .20..... eee eeeeees 138 
Mfg. Co., Lyneh V. ou... eee 167 
Mfg. Co., Lytton We wie. ee eee 157 
15 Gf ale OF 0 Win A Soak! te ene eee 128 
Mico: Co. Vs" Re Riskncke cn oanss 149 
Mfg. Co. v. Tierney... 138 
Mfg. Co., YOUNG V. ............ceseeeeenees 151 
Markham vy. Manninhg.................-.. 96 


Markham-Stephens Co. v. Rich- 


nanan aseanaageananaaacaoaaaaan 


ALA ALALLLAALLAZ 


ALAAAAALALALAZ 


aaaaancacaaaaaaaaaaaaa 


~~ ~~ “ “ “a oa Me 7 = 


a - ~~ ~- 


~ eo - 


ue ~~ 


MONG WO}. veatanecavnaiacmmsesiounatecss 177 N.C., 


277, 


XXXVII 


XXXVI11 

Markley, Wilson V.....0...000000...0000002 133 
Marks vy. Cotton Mills.......00000000.... 185 
Marks v. Cotton Mills.....00000.00000... 188 
Marks. Uni Vi scieseetoc eek eect: 141 
Marshall, Robertson y................... 155 
Marshall v. Tel. Co....20. 0... 181 
Martin, Colson V..........2...0c0.0--eeeee eens 62 
NU AY CIS fo Wiseccca itech Oy cee eat e: 82 
Martin Co. v. Trust Co....0.0.0002...0... 178 
Mason, Chewning V................02.------ 158 
Matthews, Bailey V....000000000..000002... 156 
Matthews v. Myatt.....0..000000..000. 172 
Matthews, S. Vu.c..-..- cc. eeeeeceeeee eee 78 
Mauney y. Comrs. of Montgomery 71 
1] Ep Sa an IR oI 132 
Medicine Co. v. Mizell.............. 148 
IEE GAM: Sir Vistescdactetee 8 et costes eee 170 
Meekins v. R. Riu... eee eee 131 
Melton, Sutton v......0.00002.000c eee 183 
Melvin v. Waddell... ri) 
Mercantile Co., Lasley v........00....... 179 
Mercer v. R. Rue ee eee 154 
Meroney v. Cherokee Lodge.......... 182 
DCU VICK ps 8h5, Mates hcctena tei oct tty ae ea a 171 
Merrimon vy. Paving Co................. 142 
Merrimon, Woodsack y.............-..... 122 
Mewborn v. R. Ra... eee eee 170 
Mial, Ellington vu 134 
Mia) JD OMCS: WV iccxee: sontcoes ees ed eect wate 79 
Mia), JOnOS Viids ogee, ote 82 
Midgett v. Vann..........00000000.00... 158 
Mill Co., Brooks W.......22..00..2---....0s 182 
Miller, Green Wo...........ceeceeceeeeeeeeeee eee 161 
Millikan: Vi FOR ocsccectcsocvcdcccassteccdecns 84 
Millinery Co. v. Ins. Co........... .....-160 
Milling Co., Moon V.......000.00.....0020. 176 
Mills v. Comrs. of Iredell............ 175 
MALS, VIiCtOR Viccccsi cc dtctscecs ics visecdicse 148 
Millsaps v. Estes..............00002eceeeeees 137 
Moimms: Vie Recccs bette eeindauccs 183 
Mincey ‘v;. Ri. Roane 161 
Mining Co., Ferrell v........0000......0... 176 
Mining Co., Moore V........0.2.000-..-2-..-- 104 
Mining Co., Nissen V........0.000....02. 104 
Mitehnell-yo Rh. Recetas: 124 
Mizell v. Burnett......0000000 ee. 49 
Mizell, Medicine Co. V...........-....... 148 
MoOdG: Vi THONG oe. octet case cccseen tees 64 
NEOGIIT "Vin Fee Rc Setecceeslacneecs ascctecss ee 145 
Moffitt v. Maness.........0...2.....2-20eeeeee 102 
Monroe vy. Holdev..................:+--++---182 
Monroe vy. Lewald.................2010---00- 107 
Montzomery Sv Vises 183 


Monument Co., Moore yv..............--. 166 


NuC., 
Nec, 
N.C,, 
N.C., 
N.C, 
Ne Cy 
N.C; 
N.C, 
C., 
C., 
C., 
C., 
Os, 
C., 
OC. 
C., 
C., 


elelololol ele eloleloleololeyrio el ore ototoloke elolelekoiele) elololone 


4 


ZA Z 


- e we ~ ~~ ~ . ~ i ~ - 2 ~“ ~ _s “ ~~ we os ~ we wa. 


- “ 


2 “. 


CASES CITED. 


OU G ahaces caacteetiistasedeoeee tienda 705 
DOC ais itnetauiivis natmsanceusiginenieee 806, 3658 
AO Mise conett tis eau Ate sean adn eis at 368 
BO eiccahiatcihiastaatvalga osrtau teaver 321 
OC ryaspacis tesvace antag eanercenaeea eens 391 
DOE hed cuits acto uaa oalebae ie cca leas 306 
d 115 Nea nC eS PRONE EE ED Oe 398 
O26. ck tae oe oes 669, 673 

OO il ia Ace a aa eta ant Riess 351 
a Generel ne meno er eee Ser N 396 

fe RTa Rep atc ROP? ore ae ene NLC Ons 3 
DBs eden dcckeh yiecesade ie useeieited ae 251. T60 
Saf: Sea ener Ree ae ee cers 642, TS2 
BOO iain atucs Sh aeueaenauetaeamaneeee 538 
DOZM pases lus i rectacuotuseaoostaeers 704, 718 
DO rie Gauceeal viedeiaue tena cadivens 139, 417 
GO Br recas et peesveacdanep eteima acetone 687 

Darisiatite rs Silom Neen ms an Segitleds ete aadie 37 
Ch 6}: Jem Ree ene tn ein eee 22 
OO as eee ch a ese se ale 40 
DO Aare cea tie ies clade tee aataids Guaeete eae 173 
ES) 2 Rane nnee ee SoD n = Tee nnnee REED Eo ar sos o64 
TOO iocteadesestuunaosoutncleatatud vausbucaietanast 301 
DO Lg EDO eset ited ot gates e 750, T59 
S55 SERRE On ee EDC ERE PR eT oar tF 173 
(£310 See een Ree ee ee ee see ae 493 
BOS ire taees ate eail tas siete cegenehadt ets 210 
gO Bea eae ers Soe RNR ee Sareea ne 543 
i U6 22 See ere Ctr ne Pen spn mS OdT9 
755 EOS Sy ERR ET Eee ee RTT 579 
i Lo ee ne a ere nee 226 
DN Seen es cae id ia Me cated etna ae ates 183 

Oa Sas esate ah. Bwine sot end irae 430 
OG iets tab caastsddeys eo GiewisG sh tases rarraten teed res: 363 
BO ice seao toate conse seettemsclenauesudee 392 
AD ssesesnatecgntid Raxdecnteessinins 182, 183, 462 
BU One be lcccstedeas tila ceaeae ose 848, 351 
DLO, $57 o a pateeatest ay esas vobeide loan ck aaatdnatees 173 
37a 6 eee nn ene nee re 391 
AD Oiitesjwantvcageondadanacs eden scence 610 
BOT tacts vega econ adcoexpetuee antics O64 
BG esate cttcit noes ee aR cath ait ates 100 
9S 2 ee ee eee re 174 
109 + I € Seer ee gree eee 004, 692, 742 
DOO cece steel et cabal Ore ert eomegsenoue 480 
aU inci acienidadactleiiiret i detekanlse neaccus ts O79 
Sh E rvcraane tp Qud che te ecron daa ate ants 139, 417 
ARO ii diccs lade tertect slat dale testal niet Aes 196 
DO. ieecsacetae conmetes el is at ate dole ti etaang 65 
Tsien tases vadpeewadaadestaenee 189, 234 

Te) Sota eain sce AOochaslA arch share 5icc. Ns! 12 
119 19 Se eo eee eae oT 373 
He Weecnn eed tiles se staan a aed 2 460. 791 
21 6 En eae ee ge Pee ee 248 





CASES CITED. XXXK1X 
Moody v. State Prison......000000000000.. TB IN gk Dao ae a cna 403 
Moon vy. Milling Co... a Wy ¢ «oes ee Sec: 51 preerea nm een rien aera 182, 183, 462 
Moore v. Bank.........0.0..ccccseseeeeeeee eee Ue Nas ig OO pec scnett case deasas tase haeetetenasceaeed 374, 375 
Moore, Benbow V...............ccceceeeseeeee bo Ie ray (| anereeee nc nae nT ee oo oO 397 
Moore v. Guano Co. o0020....ceceeeeeeeeeeee TBO ING Cis 22 cise ecoteviins ebenun: 669, 670, 673, 674 
Moore v. Iron Works......................183 N.C., 488 o.oo ccccccccececesccsereceeteceeeeeecerecees 180 
Moore V. JONES.......-.0..cccecseececeeeeee eens 76 N.C, 182, 186, 187.000.0000. 82, 88, 719 
Moore, Le@Duc Wo... eeeeeeeeeeeeee yi (a ie, a Freee «9 Ul 1 ene ee nO re 161, 162 
Moore v. Mining Co... OE NGO oie OA ia ac casticdtecauddsniunstestecansts dances 174 
Moore v. Monument Co... ONG Ci Nh aed, saga eg dncen sastey eatnmoctseees 248 
Moore y. Packer ........0.00...cceeccccee ce CE ING Ox GO aawitcceene dds adbesteiescatsonts levauccataeaatees 446 
Moore y. Quickle.......0 0... i Ws ait Pee, Grae 4) Repreneate sat mene een ese a 456 
Moore: Vi: Ry Reiss csccdeiaceciaie: ETO NG Gig Obie eed ictnsceheas eavceecteswieveecsece 586 
Moore, Shaw V. ........ce.ceeeeeeceeee scene eee BPs Ne Cig, ¢ BO esstetesuuans tesa icedewer uct as cece aes 238 
Moore, Spencer V..............ccccecceeee eee: Bios Na Rey OO iicecctee na deccestaa secant eaces see nuded 156 
Moore vy. Trust Co... eee 0 Uy (fo Ta Sam: @ etaas 1; SRN Sane eee nD oar ae eee 374 
Morehead, Smith v......0.0.00 Ce ING she a Md A cheaasecenbavntaauteeet duce ieutyna sideman snucs 497 
Morgan, Puckett V......000 ee TOBIN, Cay ali etic cen eh ees 18 
Morgan, Tomlinson V.....0........-06 OG AN ge aN den ecdctpe taniastau becncna Maceieeicadetdv tev eoseee 293 
Morisey, Rich V.............ccsssccceeeeeeneees DOING Ce: BU srctesidestdecavcaudaswuneindetebeteatsscamevanacte: 742 
Morris, Erwin Vue... cceeececceceeeeeeeee 0 Fab Pee ER © ee ee 125 
Morris v. Kramet..............2....0::00000 TB2 ING Re 2ST SO ik ce ice eed: 78, TH 
Morris v. Ri Ruaeeesesccesccseeessecseseeseseees yy, ey» 45 |r Sd 564 
Morrisett v. Stevems.................0.0.... DOG NGG. POO i crave ets date teniespaterd nieedeeas es 18 
Morrison v. Baker .ni.....ccceceeeceseseseeee NOt Gee ei er cetecen eh eodecotats 233 
IM GSS. Sp Vint. cet cet hates ees eee Bl ON Ox, OG ican tease seeis teens ots cee adenaecds Gisnites 686 
Mostelay “Sir Vink dedecccektieeegeeesces TOD - IN (5 ADO ncka deci sicnanceand sich duateenaitiandaeslles 772, 774 
Motor Lines, Jordan v................... UD ING AO g SOO Moers coeds oeepsca easel te torte: 744 
DEUr Phy. Ss. Viccivacdiceecsensdosezacsiccdeuiows os: a Pa Oy: 9a CR ee EN oe Oe 733 
Murphy, Withrell v......000 DA I ig. oO acct debescenaretneduavebendasspceccateede een 456 
Muse v. Assurance Corp................. TOS) IN AO oo saet crt iaiead eens oes wieated 157 
NUS, SV pret atest doeieineed sieccteneees BS Te ING Gy. OG casgicrcceicne sous ities ed othaeabithieanessaets 763 
Musgrove v. Kornegay..........0....0.-. BO IN ae ree, Wea eek ba aalen ances een tates esieea does stenaeaos 282 
Myatt, Matthews J............:0000 a Ly fas Ok ge” Rt: *; ee 251. 760 
Mystic Circle, Faulk v................... i iy 9s eee, FA Pes | 1! ineeeee nny ane anna neh wren ere ORD Ieee Sr gate 157 

x 

Nance, Hamilton vV.............00..000.-0 TOO IN iy, “Odea decmet nc lonsccecautesacseceas ee eee 5 
Nance: ¥,. Del. CO visiccsecds i cgeesvicatnceasetees BAe eas Ge Comet: 2 5 Deere Rep ORR oe eS Re ETRE RD 308 
NASI Se NV cia wieienetivee sd amtene: BOING Ce CLS i cceincies ea eroeneand. 642, 780, 781 
Neagle, Leeper V...............:0cceeeeeeeeeeee 0 an Ge, Gar: [5 t=. ements NNO ON ee RD ougaia 601 
Neal: REI Vi setesccdi tied eccdieetns fh Poel © Anca, 1 RR oe ee le dee POE 18 
Neal, Slade Vuu..........cceceeeeeceeeceeeeees ie WON Oi: Blase ceccs ice acts esi tiaiete i cinceec ced 48 
Newby v. Realty Cou... cece TRON ag Sse ete tic cu deedewee eee eae 617 
Newby v. Realty Co........2..--.... ba Oe Os ae ER nr re ne oe en 153, 617 
Newkirk v. Hawes............c.ccccccceseee IN Moe OS ev crcctesthonetcsnscwcecsusehsceetuingsilovessontes 378 
Newsome vV. Bunch........-c.cccceceeeeeeee A INO: | Diaries sh ae awn Aes 282 
Newsome, Foil V......0......-sceeeeeeceeeees i es ta. ea, ae Ores IN hy Gaetan eer ee etn Pak were eee 396 
Newsome vy. Tel. Co............-..00000---+- Ws WIN Og Oe sees ese tec taaers heen 105 
Newton, Everett Vieu...eeecceceeeeeeeeee d Bd oa SAE eee | GS Sireeeteeermn ed eu rP OB near tER OES Ye nee 40 
Newton v. Newton... cece ee eee TBO NSO OO rte tees Pa oa ence 744 
Newton v. School Committee........ 15S IN; 45). 250}. SBS ctenteiaceiatcss 31, 32, 568 
Niblett v. Herring............ 0-2... BOs NOC, ZO voscasch texted casual silecvoste eatin 578, 579 














xl 
Nichols v. Gladden........... ee 117 
Nicola, McGeorge VW.....-........:c0000005- 173 
Nissen v, Mining Co... 104 
Nobles v. Nobles.......0200...ccceeee eee 177 
Oates, Rankin V..0 ee 1838 
Ober v. Katzenstein.........0000.000.....-- 160 
Observer Co. v. Little... .... 175 
OPlestOn;. So Vick haces 177 
Oil ‘Cos. Start’ Vessels Sold. 165 
Oil Co., Thompson ¥, .........0...0 ee 177 
Oldham vy. Rieger... eee 145 
Oliver, FON@S Voice sees eee 38 
Ollis v. Proffitt......0000 0... eee 174 
Orvis! Ve Bolte Gin 178 
Osborn Vi LOC .c.ccoe ccicecccescceceeeecncs 135 
Overman, Clancy Wu... eeeeeeeeee es 18 
Owens, Clifton V....... eae eee 170 
Owen, TuSSe@y V.........-.2-.:ecceseeneeeeeeee ee 139 
Owens v. Wright.....00. 0. 161 
Packer, Moore V...0.....0..-.00c2eceeeeeee eee 174 
Packing Co., Comrs. of New 

PASNO VOR View pedeiicedeSee enon alice 135 
Packing Co. v. Davis.....0.000..0.... 118 
Packing Co., La@y Vu........2...ceeeceee eee 134 
Page v. MeDonald............. 159 
| Eis een ae So: 2c cee ee a ne ae 166 
Paine, Tatem V...2. eee cecececeeeeeeeeeees 11 
Palmer v. Lowder............000.....-.---- 167 
Palmer, Southern Assembly v.....166 
Paramore, - Vissociieshecceivenerccsiets 146 
Parker v. Bank......0..00..0002-.ccceceeceeee 152 
Parker, Courtney V.............222...0004 173 
Parker, Gwinn V...00..0...22..22e.ceeeceeeeee- 119 
Parker, 77-7 Ceccacttccctincecns 144 
PAV REY, 95 Wise eh 61 
Parker. Vo tore oe ec 106 
Parker, Wo0d V._.........-2..:0--02200-0000- 63 
PARIS, 9 ~ Vises Oe ce ns hee 25 
Partin v. Prince... 159 
Parvin y. Comrs. of Beaufort......177 
Paschal vy. Johnson.........0...000.000...... 183 
Pasley Se Wiese A ees teh eee 180 
Patterson, Ss Vicaiicccc deck deren 184 
Patterson vy. Wilson.........0..00.00-2... 101 
Paving Co., Merrimon V...............-- 142 
Pave Vii aC isck teseccinsicseetacecereeec 22 
Peacock vy. Barnes........2...2........0-20-+- 142 
Peanut Co. v. R. Ruuieeee eee 155 


Peebles v. Comrs. of Davie............ 


AAAZ 


Ss) 


ALALLZLZALALALAL YZ 
helena ole enereieione ofore 


a) 


AAAAAAAAALZLAAAAAALZAZZLA ZA 


erence. 


“ “a “ 


~~ ~ ia 


~~ “ - ~ 7 ~ “ ~ ~ we _s 


ry ~~ .- “eo - ~ ~ - 


a ~- 


olelololevelotele el lelotelolole ool 


CASES CITED. 


ee eee ee ee eee 


CASES CITED. xii 


























Peebles vy. Graham... OB IN IC OO cette os chet he art Se at 396 
Penland vy. Barnard...............0....2.. TAG ee ca 1a eh ec ben teen ect ecabes 742 
Penn ¥,"DRe); CO aieienceaoteceess are 159° N, Ce B10. OLE scaerieesicenecnces 104 
Penny, Brite v......00..00... ne ee VT ING Ay LEO uicrneciscudswansits ehunccidacteneDerel Gossseadinaees 223 
|) ol 6 00 {<a = 2) 1g A, mens 4 5 nee nn ad SP eZ 696 
POURING, Sy VY pcciesexteccautsnddeecvsciwestenecs MT IN TT es sisal ee eacdu reel 341 
Perry, Comrs. of Bladen v............188 N.C., 387, 389, 398........ 146, 276, 326, 
352, 353, 486. 487 
Perry y. Comrs. of Franklin.......... a TE <a i ne 9/0 Lane eye Aree 538 
Perry, JONES Vo... ece eee eceeeeweeeeeeeees Poem Ns Mery, 2 Oe coadiau'el co necachaeh cctlacenseonertexamene times 306 
DOREY Is Widedscecastcn oui ctunieclietshencdes =. ERR a. Ds GAPE: +2 eae Oa RR pe oe 238 
POET Y ite Vintec techn ete ct ee betel DOs NG Ges, OD orercancecortce, eae tees wdnesteountincaeee es 792 
Perry (Hatton), S. Vu... 122: Ng LOTS TO 2 iicccrcucccecicccesecce 670, 671, 672 
1 =) Gh |e E19 NG ig TTS ese Sh etn 663 
POLO Si. Viteces Bees Snes Ls 552 28s AR Gen Doge a PeneeAr RIB ore Den ey # eee tce apa eRe 651 
Phifer, Hoyatt v........... See tesa Aechta. en ak RS EE (2 REO ee ao Pe le gO A 50 
Phillips, Cement Co. V...........00.- TSS ING Oi AT ied oe settee 552, 5538, 554 
PHS Ve Re Rciencoscraereetaseectccceeases i by 2a, OS «<= ener nen OP ee 35, TO 
Piano Co. v. Strickland.........00000.... DGS ING i OO ese eae ae cere ce ee 417 
PIGK CEE V5 PRs, ee tecteeecwutluscect oeeeoaccctons PVT ING Cg GIG G0 ig icra te erie a eas 589, 592 
Pickler v. Board of Education....149 N. C., 221.0000. ecceee cee ceeeneneeee ees 248 
Pierce, Davis V......22-.-scccccccseeee-eoosee GE Nic Nee, cheoe) casacontwa cs caaddeddenalensteusesaticcusdcsciaeds 218 
PUEEORA. Vic Re Rivccececkosnsedenscsonsancetaseces TOOLING Cy OB execs artes tekiGuatleeddedt i get alec 586 
PUES Vc ss Gs lee te, EGG Ns Cy 210 isecciccetiscontecscaz crete eee 238 
Plummer, Warden V...........-......2.06 AD IN: Cig BAe erestecucansesicdatiuanuasauitessndusnnsvadiwcdeed 122 
WG OV. Ra dsc eee TALEND eet act potaes en aes 588 
Pollard v. Pollard......... ce cee) BS GES: °F ttreca etna een Beer MDE ra eee 379 
POV BOS 3 Vi cansarnseiticacacebuntegrass och 168 N.C., 116, 119... 002.20....2.2...... 644, 780, 792 
Pope, Braswell V.-.0.22........:cccssseceeseee- BN Ao 1 ee eee ated 26, 234 
Potato Co., Jeanette yv......0......022.... UTA NGG oe es 459 
POCES.. $5) PY ee ees eee TOO IN Os cachet i ce oer oe a Se 673 
Powell v. Lumber Co... GS ING Arg Gb oy ossus eta Clnsennscecdesan cena idee uate 213 
POWELL Vi Re Ricvncdicicisnwnercn ETS Nw Gig 248 ZI citric cas cecciicentiadieueeis 659 
Power Co., Cameron y. ..............-. 5 0 Wye site © ease | @ © Ganapati Y MUnEsenn te DPD ren Bone RPe ee OI 667 
Power Co., Leonard VY. .........0...00.. ee Na OO.” Ae Co tadugts edeespuntane Ades ue canddagsdoendandeavittads 139 
Power Co. vy. Power Co..........0..... bys ame Ge ae 7 fs ee ed ee ce 69 
Power Co., Power Corp. V.........--.. BOSON IO LO: ete Bad ieee al OF aed, 456 
Power Co., Rector vV. ou... DINE G22 soiree ter nh see he Tes 562 
Power Co. v. Wissler............00..0-0-- EGO IN OY - ZOD cui esceanditcessautii ant Sadesseteoctaamatisiad 571 
Power Corp. v. Power Co............. POS AN Oe. 20 acels aia ac avec desaretac va oeeeeatnn 456 
Pretzfelder v. Ins. Cov... BUG IN 5 BD sect aec tected oo deco eh ler atenite acd 483 
Price, Edwards V..........:::::-::ceceeees 2 IN Cee aes va tcehasvodendcesucaccecsadsasecoladanaalcse 699 
PLIGG, FORO OM. V ooscnssccsscten ce devenl cautions Ai FO By aay | 5 ee AO ee RRR eee 161 
Price. We Vie ee eee ees Ab NiO, 804,- 801 sci eee hl dee 775 
PYINGE,- Parry: Viieeb eisecetaecsietieees gs) © at et © rag 19” See cee a ar oe a ne ROTOR ETE oA ES 234 
Pritchard; AVEry? Vescsicetacicnsexis 53 Ta A, emi c| 5 eae nre Ne ateeg rn Oe 321 
Pritchard, Smith Wu... Eb: Mp fi Oe 64 | Nae’ (> ee 205, 439 
Proctor vy. Comrs. of Nash............ G2 8 9 | 5 enn eT Pe IO 487 
Proffitt, OINS Viscesnecuecannccews MSN OG ess he eee raeee eee aaa ren atds 322 
Pruden, Comrs. of Wilkes v......... TBI Oe BOF a ee oa noha ore, 351 
Pruden. Trustees V........0.-.e eee eee DO TNs ate eet stn eee et oar 635 
Publishing Co0., Ss. Vissccccceccovcetecasce NTO? ING Ass 024 ceevscstalisatanttpucaasit tinier guaeeake 739 
Puckett v. Alexander............0000....- RO2 IN ig, Daiaiitieedcctratciwet neces cosa csseetaaa bess 122 
Puckett v. Morgan.......00.0.0000000.02. LDS: Nh p A sla os 6 ee eta ee datas estsutigacues 18 


xlil 

Pushy ¥i AMON ice h ed tei dn: 179 
Pugh. Pavees: Vc ktis let el siedes 93 
Puitt v. Comrs. of Gaston... 94 
Pullen y. Corporation Com........... 152 
Pureell -¥. Re RR ceeiects cee tie shessees 119 
Purgason, McCurry V................2065 170 
PUP yea. Toa Wy, cae lS uassidd eas ST 
Quarry Co. v. Construction Co.....151 
Quickle, Moore vu... 159 
Quinnerly v. Quinnerly.._....2200..... 114 
Radford Vv. ROS@..........00 cee csenee eee eee 178 
R. R., Allen-Fleming Co. v........... 145 
R. R. vy. Allsbrook......0.. eee 110 
FR. Rey. ATAMODS “Ve, acecscsieeslotscedecas. 140 
TR. Reg APIO Ve accecccnctecescicsies, 162 
Re. te, .,Balagwitt Vie sea thea ecas 170 
Re dks. BTN CS Ve nketeevienodendevardy: 178 
I. Rs Beard Vi. siscven ct dee eee: 148 
BeOS. BOR V,. eticccseilcee sc ceria scte 176 
Ri Ws. CNtOM  Vi.- sicvcdidecechiewsccn 122 
a: Wig: TRIOS: Ve ec ccliet seus ce zccaicte ec 143 
R. R., Bordeaux V. «02... 150 
Thee hak POO Wis wecdorcet to Soaseseeieae! 88 
Py. hey GVIEG Mie craeredsh se hertseeies 148 
Tes. Digs BP VI Wie? cocenertbtdseco vives veukt 174 
Ry Ri: DB WEEOW  Vicientt ehieteree §2 
Ths dese SOA EICE Yor ee Ne a a 165 
Be oss AOL KWo chee. co rn Set ha ates 188 
Fee hig CODY eidadavsneveiiweiGekiar nae 172 
Be WR ig COW O-Na ehscteecestaceteciatcaaatideecs 175 
Re Re. COgdell Visssecsscteteccesccicdece 1380 
R. R. v. Comrs. of Alamance........ 91 
R. R. y. Comrs. of Mecklenburg..148 
R. R. v. Comrs. of Wake................ 87 
Fee Big SE OUCONE FV iictci cdi tenccebeceeee ds 149 
BAe CulIpreth Vice ctesigkeadtoeiine 169 
RR: Re Currie Ve. vcuccecernseickns 156 
R. R.,.Development Co. y............. 147 
R. R., Edwards vy. ..........00222....-.. slog 
R. R., Foard Vi occ. eeeeeee ees 53 
Fes. hg SY Vik, Clos cerita en elt ot 159 
aes GEV Ne aacestrsk recs siteseer esis 167 
R. R., Grocery Co. V. ...... eee 170 
Ry igs ERA IMNITON Ve wii eee 96 
Ri PAN Ord, Ve asada esa 167 
R. R. v. Hardware Co................... 148 
Bs Ry SEA VOS: Vi. iti eecseteceatcntene 141 
Ri Re: FICKOry Viniseawiennlacsenk 137 
R 


se PUL Sip cata ele utente ted 180 


CASES CITED. 


NOG B07, B00) siieedn att mati iat 18 
Na; 1 Re nn 116 
hh eta tae ated 247, 340 
N.C, 558, 556, 582.0000. 510, 526, 527 
Nf GOR (a ee ne 9 
Ne orc Nee a OO ee 578 
:\ FE Ges | (een eee 254 
Q 
IN GR Oo! eee ee 483 
PEK Data 6} eC etne  eaRDRre 456 
INC 9AG erste adie cada 456, 457, 459 
R 
PAE EL) | ee a ee ee eee 17 
Ie adhe et eee and Snetin Seats 498 
N.C., 187, 189... cseeeeee- 470, 524, 530, 543 
NEO 2006 oo Alias Gacltcnuncsccatac De Cx Bod 
INC ecco et eee tah 210 
is CE Sead eee OD 306 
1 © eins 1 (een ee ne 129 
I a aac ieee a 2 36 
N. C.,1007, 1009..0.ceccccccecccccoeeesesseeseee 588, 589 
IN i ceri th eek ected 586 
NOS BO seach etn uaa ae euant ele ceatss 489 
in fe CPEs (4s SR eer area Rn 189 
Ne Dy dilettante 306, 649 
1 (0 as RN eR CU Eee Re an 210 
HIN Os Od estes cas ae 8 coats Ra teceid 589 
ING 900 heen hee eh as 742 
15 © MARE 5 oie eee ene te aI EP 424 
13 (EO Rang <5 < ane On 33 
1S pi es 57 Sea eo i 6 
ie RR sf: ee et eC 306 
INN AG 4 oti eee atthe al 509, 529 
NC 20 tee ete ats anctinn eta 587 
N.C, 414, 426.0 ceceecccccesceceeeeeee-10, 515 
Fy Pi 72 a en IT ee 153 
I sea Bia Re se 70 
IN SO je AO soa hates, teers One att ahs 463 
IN sy, OR cetera ea tec aees atest loca 29 
I SOO cra ia a elena eee et cae ae 783 
IN Gp OD iacsipeca AS est bean Oo tata clita? 105 
is ik 6 ie ae eee eee ec 588 
NC ASO eet ce sectnhawene ti aie cee 370 
IN ata erate crt el 70 
DR AO heh att een iets cern arete 209 
PE ee 1 ania ne oD 325 
I aa ter One Res ie ee TN 106 
IN hy SR OO ate cece dante cect cite 6 
DN ais the cai el ince nak accadd 50 
i. a |! | ere ee 72 


BS ed dd Dt ad dd dd bd 
Be bs do dd a) td dt Dd dd dd dd 


“ 


CASES CITED. 


, ALOIMOS: “Vy. antiiieeceeleg 94 
jc MVOTNG: Vir ox. 8 oieettecsiedereeceta cts 170 
, Horse Exchange v............... 171 
» SONNSON Yo ue... ceeeeceeeeeeee es 140 
, DOHNSON Vo oe... ccecececeee eee eeee 163 
ONES Ve ctatiesterae elas 176 
ps PROPMIOL Wo cataracts saseeawedsctexteaunce 170 
» Kimbrough V. ..... ee. 182 
PRTG Wee cide ne cate erccage a veences 160 
f AC INES Ves ts ease acide desans 66 
ae! 9 © 0 2a | Sma ee ee oe ee 174 
i ISISHIOR “Ve nee eee eis: 164 
« Knowles V. ou... eee eee 102 
gp, HCO V5. ete ces entre 136 
Pras! 1K 6 ic 6 Ua cameo em eee een en OT 151 
ps MCCOY? Vices ott cesle coil 142 
, MeCracken Vv. ......... ccc 168 
» MeCullock vy. owe. 146 
¢ DEES CO Ve aie csattanivineioad 128 
og EES ASO e Vaierliteh ele dis reees 149 
. Meekins V. ....00.0 eee 1381 
, Mercer Vi. o..cceeeecccesceceeeeeeeees: 154 
» Mewborn ¥. ........00.cceeceeeeeeeeee 170 
y IMTS: Ve. ote eiccan once 183 
y. MEINCEY Vie esheteiientatidekent 161 
i. DVELCCHIGNL: 9 5. vers iieut oe oh cuca akewics 124 
oo AWROGITIE Vic cecticseceaiceceeedesaies 145 
5 MOONE Vis -hideciseteceath eset tk 179 
i INDORE ES VG, ae saktnchette es hesaicesvcscces 171 
, Peanut Co, Wu. eeeeecee eee 155 
pT Se Vie aiecesree norte en es 172 
 PPIG@K OEE Ve: csctict ke eceeeccceeee dk 117 
IP TOPG Vier cecaduet Adel ee 160 
gO Neg cst edad eeu ecetaacvaeeta 141 
© POWELL] Vi coc ceceeccceseeeeseees recone 178 
¢ PUrcell: Vo 2xcduwkiiiwe a: 119 
 ERANGOIL OM... . decesdetessesseesnstveens 104 
¢ HONS): Ve: -ssechetaret ete: 107 
ge ERAS! “Vir; eats asiveleextototie 173 
TIROSO, Ns hee thet cise el scceits 106 
¢ CHOSE “Vi ceo consieaead 171 
fPIC LCOE OV a ursiedubac devas tecbatapescaues 171 
Fa 6210 4 $< gegen oe eee ma 130 
¢ PLOCUIND: (NG. ectalsehucsshivcemsdacts 165 
se ONETIVIELD. (Wi cetacleuedoheansheschiesees 126 
p RRIEE. We eva iteccreuscocansnnvseves 145 
be STU Vise ra epacecsszzeapaeawncaneseges 163 
« SMC Vie eke een 174 
gr 60 | el eee RO ee 182 
, Southerland V. .......00.....- 106 
ec UEEOM Wx shsecccasc etd eosaietes 147 
, Summerlin V. ..............22-.--- 133 
, Taft v. ..... itt so dasatieece a aces 174 

OTE Wp cada dsteweauensidecaeewsees 115 


“Zz 


Molololololololololololelfololololokololololololololelolololokolololelofototololololelelolololelelclotete 


a 


N. 


» 


= = - - ~ .. 


. a ~~ ~ ~ ~ = 


nee “e ~ - we ~ 


- nd “a ~ “e “ee “ ~“ ~~ ~~ ~“ “ “ ~- ~~ = —_ 


5 I> ARE Se Be STOR Gee Rai Cee 5d, 7, 824 
GOO. S pieciept es cac be 22 coerce te 665 
GO eect ieee tie ieueleaeeests aces tenet amass 210 
GUE sot cn be aceevees ezsc-cotntavexineetit cuseietdiane: 106 
ca: £5 Poe eee 180, 452, 58S 
POU oe seh cl aes atabahcascgetetiechil nal ates sees: 592 
Oc see cesad toe eine: eas duet sete et atta s 306 
DN cite cen ciet ea dsoadan can dgeslesinn dea eagles ate: T4 
BO (uci ireee steve oe 22a es iia segue oe 210 
DO ce dest eT alec atic ae ld lta Salt 348 
Che tra bde ons Mens eae taseebetiaeeet eee eds 564 
| 5 OR ee ee a en ee nee 505 
OO aes eet aoa cee iat eee i) 
OSS) WoW deeds remsesccmnaye eens 29, 108 
80; O40: oeseceeseniscke 121, 122, 123 
FD Coch pn entsteat naa dceuseeesbonirast: maseensoatiners 209 
Gee oe Ait acer a one east Seed 578 
BOLO ctssens teh icant eet catacetetneomicendtigh: 539 
SO shes eesDacae Gea) Lisle, a ina Ses 480 
2 0) Uae eet eee ree ee Pon Serre 29 

2 awe Ses fae i a Baad Staal er See eee BT 
GUO eeavtineiieth  ae ces G+ 
723 i) Rees aera nie eee eee oer AO 210 
BOG igleveeaeiecisisnen leh se 610 
BO Seen aridasde ts eecuaanndeptae Sulyencetouaoslncs o64 
72 9 NR RE aR eR ee Oreo OnE Toa 480 
BOG areca todsisatenady wien oa seg wees 65 
a2 3 Re Yeeros npr Tne eee eee DS86 
De ieraivonsareanesee touted eion ereeenia tae 56-4 
D2 gee a Pa acest ead, 104 
BG, Beef tee te cere sacs 35, 70 
ONG GOO oes aces ieoeteecreeetna ie D89, 592 
Ded vanes iucusnaamuneatedeutvcccuessinucpuceseneveneee O36 
O20) 20 eis Seced el eA es etek d88 
SOD) cee tO csiccureely sopnes oe eeerenederee 659) 
OD eo eeaieetaatedes lect ese conceals ae 9 
AUS iccsie ce ccete ieee ee eearssresdasc seated TOT 
WOO See Ss Sata te ieiolls acl hah eantn T07 

hea ae his vealevawequteeeasanyeantbhend ica bepyeconsies 204 
LOS) 200i UT die csesceievesess 5, 91, 92, 825 
DOO) instal eaaemena seen eadgaswpansUahuaaay topes 210 
BAe. 1 aaaertru su sicen mad xomntcerseans sionenaeets 657 
OLB sac cacecdeecnabesveginateedarsnieassasesousennarss 105 
1 Loge C 2 te enna er a eran eee Ee ra 204 
OCD 2 ssactee ait la ces tedster nes 6 
DS vraasieseders dese aialevadipueaseenieaanieavne vies: 180 
oe Ss Ee oe rer ATR eee eee ene eee eee 209 
da Dies area ne none anerls Lan riser eo 70 
7 6 nen ee Sea eee nce naEO YE eer 367 
OS scesci desusosieeeteetes scesssiaesd eeeiocects 189 
06 Bea eee 173 
DO ce cates t tetas ett a diel del De 307 
DA otsssece hn esosist tet teas atta t latins. 35 
COD i causpinanciadeosles fore epeeetacesevensuces 783 


CASES CITED. 


a a 


xhvy 

Te eee NCI Wy tien din Seo tcescee 118 
ee ig. SEU We costes teciiie wcucceeetawess 151 
Ra WR. We ESOTeRNnVS ce eee cele 183 
Bes Re WAR Wo consachceednaracsdenactedels 128 
Fes hic. WG Vo case neha ite nninastls, 115 
TEs Pee NV OLEI Wi cet ere 89 
Re Wes Wight ¥en ete ie 155 
Fee ts WW Ve ec cnesece testers 182 
Ralelon: Brees: Vices scene eee: 166 
Ramsey v. Browder.....0....20.....00....- 136 
PEALE ie i Aastha ten tia hec 104 
Randall y. R. R......... Bt ate eae eee 107 
Randolph, Hunter v................222-...-- 128 
Randolph v. MeGowans.............-.... 174 
RAURID “Vi. “Oalesicccescetee cent: 188 
Ratliff v. Huntly.......0000..... casei ebslosees Pat 
PR NG US! Wicd va eae echt ett eee 17 
| <0 aR | eee ae eneD e I 166 
Realty Co., Henofer vy. -2.....020...... 178 
Realty Co.. Newby vy. —.................180 
Realty Co., Newby vy ...0.0.0.. 2. 182 
Rector v. Power Co...0.0....000.. 180 
Redmond v. Collins.............0000..0...... 15 


Redmond vy. Comrs. of Tarboro....106 
Redmond vy. Comrs. of Ruther- 


1 6) 6 (agen Ea ne Sa tT Pn 87 
Rees, RCI, Viecsecesencacees dees aot 155 
Reeves v. Winn ..........0..c.cceceee cence 97 
Reid Vi NGA i ccces cca dace comet weds 182 
Reid v. Re@e@S......0.0.....eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 155 
Reid, Sledge Wi... ec ce ese tee eee een ee 73 
Reidsville, Allen v......00000000. 0: 178 
Reilly, Belmont v...-...0.00.000..00-- 71 
Rencher vy. Anderson....................-- 93 
Respass, Gaylord V............0..0...0- 92 
Reynolds v. Cotton Mills................ 177 
Reynolds v. Express Co................- ate 
Rhyne v. Lipscombe...................---+ g bey 
Rieh: 9. MOTisey xtc. 149 
Richardson v. Woodruvff................ 178 
Richmond Co., Markham-Stephens 

ONG FU estas ele hadi bic ddgncein ss 177 
Riekard, Brown V.............c002-::e-eeee 107 
RICKS. (GViCe Vike eed 14 
Riddle vy. Cumberland.............0...... 186 
Rieger, Oldham V................-------e 145 
Riggsbee vy. Durham.................-..--.. 94 
Riggsbee v. Durham.....................--- 98 
Rigsbee, Durham V...............-:00-+ 141 
Ring Brewer Vin scssss ec aecc 177 
Ritter, BWC Viwcdrcnthad eater 118 
Rives v. Frizzle........ 0.11... eeeeeee eee eee 43 
Road Com. of Ashe, Ballou vV....... 182 


ROBINS; So ¥ ict hae 28 

















O 


clolerelelelolecle ele ome elelo lene) olorelelo ele o 


Bilolele lol ole olone te rolelololeleyo enone lore) 


- ~ 


78 Dineen ares er Meee Nie: Ore eeRe eee 89, 90, 
019 ee ee Ue nO ego ee 509, 527, 
Boe Oi esviea ca cnestecasiemusacvenneunacadvageess mee 


ee eee 


91 
529 
665 

74 
476 
14 


CASES CITED. 





Roberson, Johnson V......0.........0c.0 171 
Roberts, Bancroft V..........-...s000.---+ 91 
Roberts, Maggett V...........2.0..2206 112 
Robertson vy. Marshall........... 155 
Robertson, Rodman V...............00000- 134 
Robertson, S. Viccseecsccccecnsceeeceeeeeeee 166 
Robertson, Upchurch V..............005 127 
Robinson v. Comrs. of Bruns- 

WC ee eee ee ues 182 
Rocky Mount, Battle v.................. 156 
Rocky Mount, Hines yv.........00.00.0... 162 
Rodman vy. Robertson............ 184 
Rogers vy. Asheville... eee 182 
ROSCISs Oi. Viger akiccealetion 162 
Rogerson v. Hont2z.....0.....c eee ee 174 
RONG. Wats: Vasc teereer ieee 167 
Rollins vy. Kee@liuw eee eee 115 
Rollins v. Rollins... 76 
Roper v. Ins. Cov... eee cece eres 161 
Roper, Spencer Vui.... eee eee ees 35 
Rose, Radford View eee eeee eee 178 
ROSG< V3, The Teh cle, 106 
Rosenthal vy. Goldsboro........0........ 149 
Rospigliosi, Thompson V................. 162 
ROSS: D0 VO oeccicc tendo oe rae. 182 
Rountree, Carter Vu... ee 109 
Rountree). So Vees eee ee 181 
Rouse V. ROUSCQ..u. ce ceeececeeeeeeeeeeeee 176 
ROW 6; Bin Viswdieick eset: 155 
Rowland v. Rowland............0........ 93 
Royall, Holden yu... eee 169 
Rudisill v. Whitener..... 146 
Russell, Harris V.....00.......ccccceeeeeeeee 124 
Not be a ial o 12 <2) Coe 128 
Sale, Payne Win......ccccccccescccccsscceeceees 22 
Salisbury, Davis V.w.... cee cece ees 161 
Sanderlin v. CrosS.........0..cceeseeesee 172 
Sanders v. Sanders..........0..0.....0 167 
Sanderson, Twidy V......0.......0..0200 31 
Sasser v. Harris.....0..........ccccccceeesee 178 
Sasser v. Herring................00..0..0..-+ 14 
Satterthwait, Waynesville v........186 
Satterwaite v. Wilkerson... 173 
Saunders v. Gatlin. eee 21 
Savings Bank, Alexander V........... 155 
Seales Co., Kiger Wun... ee 162 
SCHIOSS. Ves Tee, Tbivcesendcesasevoverseeccseesn cas 171 
School Committee, Bank v........... 118 
School Committee, Newton v.......158 
School Trustees, Bonitz v..............- 154 
School Trustees, Dula V..............-+. 177 
School Trustees, Lowery V............. 140 


School Trustees, Smith v............... 141 


os. 


AA AAA Z 


QOC ORDO OOGSORDOOCOESOGCOOG acaogccan 


ALLALZAAAAAAAAAAAY 


aaanangoaaqaanaaaaaaaana 


“ee ~~ “we “ “ee “ = 


- a ~“ “e 


- - 


“ le a - od “ ~~ od Ne ad - ~~ Ne oa ~ ~~ ~~ Me .o 


- 


a a 


“e - we “ ~ ~e 4s ~ “ee Me “ “ a ‘= 


DO hot haces teer et iach ale eee 


xlv1 CASES CITED. 











Seott v. Life ASSO.......0000000200.. IST NAC BLS yO ccrdiceiceiin eet Shae nese. 268, 264 
SK 8 0) EFA | Seas pid 4 me ie Gee: | 0) Rana ac 641, 642, 780, 781 
Seott, Walker V.......00...002.00... needs NOD IN Oe AST BOO ssc occexee sd sakes icin tats Cenk 616 
Serews, Butts V...........0....0..cec eee Ses, ee, One Es Seen at Pan nee PO Pe er 742 
SCLRUSES): Si Vidiceved scence trerdsccpdatutws BLD: NA ON wartecnacescan sion oeutuvandsgdddapiacetanewmresce 683 
Seaborn, Bs Wiecaue dnc eca desta DIN ig BOD estes ae cata ak a re eee oe 671 
Seals v. Seals... eee TOD NEO FOO secu sc cca aceasta a: 190 
MOCOTS Ss Vick eet eaten 63 ek COP 22 | 1 Ree em er Oe eh aS 723 
Sears v. Whitaker........0.000000. Mess Nee. pO cau ccal Urdu ures ucage sede vd aeibek aaa tamsels 69 
Seerest, Condor V......0...02...cececec eee IN OS AO date acta ned decacanre attends eeu agaea 24 
Sechrist v. Comrs. of Guilford.....181 N. C.. 511 occcceee cece ceeeeeeeeeceees 247, 351 
Seip v. Wright.....000.000.000 INGA RE gt Peau scut Seats sta tcee hee Oe 629 
MEPMONS; 190 1O@ecccceceeecscsccdaccrseencesvosee Bee ING Cs, Maoiey, SRO an btcceiancineieanadl anncnnccea leas 375 
Sessoms v. S@SSOMS..........002...0002.00-. NO IN i ie nc a a hs 18 
Settee ve. Ri Rowe eee cee eee DTD ING Ag: re sss eck ere Ned dai ats cat cus, 657 
Settle v. Settle... eee TAL IN Gis 10 aces cased einen Aeeeacaces 446 
Severs, Sizer V.....0....00.cceeee cece eee Tey Ne I ets rs cat ee eet 156 
Shaffer v. Jenkins... ieee Ae. 1 Us aa Saas ain ied en weeat ase . 5O4 
Sharp v. Farmer.........0.0..02...0000...---- BD IN Meigs Sean peated secbaa taiatoameater a aneicecee: 122 
SHETD Sy Vicker Nek ge HA net Gira 60: Sa ea no nn OT EW ee 671 
S45] el 612 am Gee 8 SPR 5 SSR aa ae x B11 Ia toms OP 0 b's aaa n einen EY RA So Se om A ea 105 
Shaw v. Moore.........00.0..0.-..cceeeceeeeeeee 2A ste, BA amey 4 3 eee nc Se BES Pee ONE ee ee 238 
BVNAAW,. - WOSE Wisse cc lncc in tec EIN ok ets aol een auc 50 
Sheffield, S. vii... cece eeeceeeeeeee ee Tey ING Gray 1 too seandaawtlserceeue nce darn Bel east 791 
i 58 US HOY 0 CO ay 2 as a2 2 AERP ee Ce HE: £3 es Fa eae. eee ey Ears TPR eA Boe eae ONE 602 
STC Ss SOV iden ecti eee oot s Ny I 0S Ome: © 5 FGA ene eee ee ee 792 
Shields v. Whitaker....002....000..000..... BN a Motte, LO Aseeessen otal gs ie Pte 52S palette 491 
Shingle Co., Gilbert woo... GG NE Ae DG ict ciecel piciul ately pc, c uta Sei ed 375 
SIRO A Es Wo lec ere teno es et tt carte Be IN Meg TA ce sss uAvaiaalas abut ieacasseatactleses 683, 688 
Shoffner, Coble vV......2.0.....002.0.200000--- TOC Ne ee sete cees etisalat ledges nen 70 
Shuford v. Ins. Co........0.0....... eee. OE: IN EM, AVA as Maceatt ape tpoates cscs eaelte peices 156 
Sikes vy. Ins. Co... -.c..ccceccceeecencseeoess DS ING Cp G20 cee ar eal en ah, 153 
Silver, Lefkowitz v.02... PR. ON Aol Ol ecatatinn oii traces tani p eee et thea ios. 315 
Simmons, Blackledge v.-......0.0........ Han) © ad OG ieee 9 19 15 eR ee cn BRD CO tee ee 18 
Simmons vy. Davenport............0....... PAOO INS Oe BOT iced cect ett eee ul 8, 649, 650 
Simmons, Waters V....0...2.......0-------- 9h a © ties 5” 1 | Renee ARO eee eae ee ied ssacchacautns 49 
NTTOD Si, Dis. Viecevoesiecet aed eed cont deis i MY Ge tally es Cras 5 b> Pee eT Te Os Ree RT Te ENS 698 
Sims. McCown V........0....20...cesceeeceeeee IN EC on Ma cadens elcepe acne ethernet Se tet ala, 457 
Sinclair, Hinsdale v..........0000000...... Os Nag at a tie ead aes hee Mins ceca ee 219 
Sinelair v. Teal.....00.00000...... Me ee BING, ING MO AO sachet ey ee ec eat eet 64 
Sinclair, TYSON V............----sscccc0--00- MOO NE n.. A ances area sn See oe ee eee ce 17 
Singleton, COX€ V.0........ceeeeeececcee eee DO: Ney Oe GUO wiilactat, Qasctauepanagdeentincven es 9 
Sizer v. Severs.............0..---.escecceeeeeeee Ges; Ie 002i ort adenae es ace Zz eaten 156 
Skinner, Barrington y.......0000000... i Wo ay a, es Oe: | ee ae eo ener 424 
Skinner PAM Wi ole seu eee 169 N.C., 405, 407, 4142.00. 202, 476, 630 
Skinner v. Thomas......0.0...c022 cee. 171 N.C., 98, 103, 106, 107........ 330, 332, 333 
Slade v. Neal .......0..........--ccceccseeseeceee TONS Cs Gletse restate ano hue a tteates 48 
Sledge v. Reid.....2...02...c cee cceeeeeee eee ffi eee, RE: ©: | | ee toledo nee 105 
Slocumb vy. Construction Co......... GC: Da ie, a | a gO See Ce oe 667 
locumib: V.. Bis Rccctheeclsipe te cceccce en DOO IN Cig BOC er eo caclanls Ce ment een sen 204 
Small v. Edenton... eee eeeee eee SAG ING Cs 02 Gretsch a ice eccentrics 568 
Dg) 2 WV: Vii bette Boece DO? Ne Gif Niksccs loc Bits aie pease seas 457, 459 
op 1 604 Wl es ame. 0 >) 6 epee eR ee ae BORING Cg: FO seit he se ee se eal Bes 745 
Smith v. Browne...........0.....0..0.0000.-- DS Ne Gig BO sees th ee Seren iit 234 





CASES CITED. 


a OT 














Smith v. B. and L. Assn.............-... 199 N.C Di oie eta ae ee as 
Smith, CocCHraw V psc ccsssccecstscscecces. 1 Wy $5 a el @ Re: 0° te eon nee Ee wien ee meen ree 
Smith v. Comrs. of Hertford........ fo) Aa A Ca! 62 Dee emer men aie sea eID 355, 
Smith, Corinthian Lodge V........-.. TAT IN, Cid DAF a accelerates cttiee cae toesichreeate 578, 
Smith, Harris Vu... eeeceeceeeeerenee TAA ON Ci AO cost cote tees ene ceva teal 
Smith, Kesler V............-:--cssceecescees BG Ny Gg Bk ececebeoecictna weetelacal eae 
Smith. Land COs Wisdeeeccssecsaet TOUNGO S202 eraieeeteh teens 
Smith v. umber Co............---eeeee-ee BSG ING Cs BOO nao dtteees tice eantenarey to ages 
Smith v. Morehead.........1......-....--+-- BO IN CO ire Bed cetaceans cee a cereametast econ 
Smith vy. Pritchard...............-..0.. BS NO F202 iccstspcaccepnaigeaectenyacernes 205, 
Sr GT Re Peace ate eke TOG UN, Cae 712 ek eke ata tess 
Sieh Wen Fee Pecaveece asi cee VAG IN ing: © OB i ccccccusee tease vsecbasa chats cas tleaaeteons 
SS it is s- s  hic saan ncaiecareeeseeecceemnuas 963 ON Cis VES i eivecaccteastns Rea pinitesntecendenieees 
nt 1 | Bn a 6 6 ee ee 174 NOs TU lie ie neo eee ees 
Sta: Vic ec By vied wccts cin darvan onuecnctneeas 189 Cog DOG carcasses adsacseasesteehcednee ts eaeetaseuees 
Smith v. School Trustees.............. V4 IN, Cop TAB iiiecveta etter acide 
Smith v. Smithnn.. ce eee eeee HOS IN, Cy 2 ricicctecateeee th eeeieeteeewestes 112, 
SSPE Hg V ihecnace sacs eaten sancecntaleen soca Bh: IN hg Ese sa chest id eceenesaneeceeeceemarenar ns 
SST LE ie eV ick retsnadesdenisis essen stadncens 13S: IN Cin TOO i cccecasccsecare neces eeotentoentees 
Siri thi Si ¥ ccnceedaciivanndscmentone 164 N.C., 476, 479.0... 367, 370, 718, 
SVE iY ese late es astcescterertenee TSB Ne Oi, Tesco aes eee 725, 
Smith, ThoMpson V...........ccceeeeeeee 156 INGO, Odeo eee ees 
Smithwick v. Ward..............2.-.--0+ Be ING ie OE a gcerasesaiine uctnant ap-areetestscetecaaes does 
Snider v. High Point....0......... TOS IN ip OS oo cccnsde serene cea aes esis hataeres 
Snow, Causey V..-.....-..--.eeseeeeeereeeeeee- TIG ON: C.. AOS es eee 
Somerset. Tripp V.......-..---------ee-eeeeee BOON Cs 0G crs ected wee enna tsicatn ieee 
Southard, Tate: ¥ icccccesssetasccctocessenns. 5 HO aw, fem, © ae 679 aN eee erent rent toe nemer Ome Se eer 
Southern Assembly y. Palmer......166 N.C.,  15....2..-::-:ccceeseeeeceseeeencttecenaes 471, 
Southerland v. R. Ru... eeeeeee TOG IN Gx aeons eevee ateeces eet 
Speight v. Gatling.............2.. ee i Gy ale, «SC nee renee Cora er 396, 
SOLS i. Vewceeecnitseecetesdexcccedoee ct BO IN Cage FD seer ssin sda cecenctce hates eee esrestasss 
Spencer v. Hamilton...............-.0-+ AT? NWO. “ADs eecwtinen aa ae asen: 
Spencer Vv. MOOre@........22...scceeccecceecees BO INO OOo ces deeaesesttverscgtesecdensiabene 
Spencer v. ROper............cccsessecsersees BRE TIN One gach ie okstcsncacs vaiate su pdubotvenaede mat eeewaite 
Spiers, Hartman V.........-...:0:----+0-+- BT Ns, SB ducts cscanisanton tate tenets suey actueenaensss 
Spivey V¥.-Grant.<.cccseeeeeee 27 | abs (ee Oana (CS aries cen en re SPE Ree RPO 
Spivey, Si. Vicdesseccc cerca cecsenresenes As NG Cee BG aeriiatidesseckcctee dct ens 
Sprinkle v. Sprinkle.................--....- 1590 NeGs.. Slice eee oe: 
Spruce Co. v. Hunnicutt................ NGG ING ose tet asia at co ace aneeecal deeedecee 
Stafford. Jennings V...........--.--..--. <a. ae © eae: |”: Oe ene ior eR Mr eNe errnyen eres 
Stanford v. Grocery Co.........-....... 148 N.C., 419, 427, 428........0000 ee 5, 6, 
Stapleford v. Brinson....................-. OA AN Cig. BL Pocniv ct castle ecdete teva ns a heau steadied 
Stark vy. Etheridge............02.0..-2..- TUN GCs Ba paste nature c seu ass 456, 457, 
Star Mills, Barnhardt v................. g 2k: ae Ge Gy Re: 3 < San ne oes eo SP mR eee ne 
Starnes: vi BRU ociiviee kicsecsceceerstercds BAN Mies. eerie cccwteen ce vicessaeecee ales eset eaeucalelstt 
Starr vi Ob COistcxweeecites 5 C1 ly (ee © Bey (nent ae ee eT Mae SRE 
Starr v. Wharton.....0......0....: ee ATTN Gee od casei ees ha seco tts eee 
See ee ATS COD esses essen tueenaeteat DSS IN Cig Cee ccen hate teen eceeestin es, 681, 
SF ov:  Ba@lQ wine ciccccscsceseciecavsecsavessensce 30 lal foam Mars 1 | ene ee ee EP 
Be Wi: PRB V GWU acacia coe ccciesten teenies Ba IN Oe, OF i a ssccsecea cl eee Siceeo aa iite tence ds 
Se Bane foe hese cereal, 149° No 019; Do eee nce: 670, 
Sy. Barksdale ccc ciccesceetengkics eee Ng Aah. od oe chcacateteacstvadasecestseiarnen ecdetoadeetse 
Sow Barrett ccc scien ees 132 N. C.,1005, 1007, 1010....641, 642, 644, 


780, 782, 


ANRANNANRNNNRNRDANNA RANNRLRNNLNLNANNALRANKNNLNRNNNLNNRNNDM MN 


Wie SCR IN pos ieersacttras Qanererasceececnuders UTS Ne Ce TOS ei a ee 733, 738 
We SOB: esses cers tenet TSENG Cig, OT cimnccc ence cal dwsecedestesbens 112): TAT 
We IRCCS: (ivctsnalesbencesseusucetiae: B50 ANG Cy B20 oie ie ee 692, 693 
Vi BACK Well ecscccccscccstenccccestcc. 1G? AN CO OT i ee are Ce oe. 791 
We TLC WE is etecad evecueeteteadanecsert EOIN IS ao iw tsicnca cased csi ecasatloaieastasBenotacensts 662, 663 
Vs BARC sccccteiccceceiacstecaceuelnatesss BPD. No ep, MOOD aicgs ondts onasressedsttienaede nde aavsennaewtes 332 
Vs BOW BY cece each ecesce PNY ING Oe Od Seudescncacce datctudateadh ance tvaaticmaledetes 750 
Ve BYIOSCrs cicriee eekiese tee of Sige ia, Beat a | 0 ge nn Oa es A ee OC 656 
Vi Bridger x rccs sce esis A osevansdicsiocss UTS IN Cit BB Bice ci ciceecasaeehnenceatnaena Wisi stews 665 
5 fae 3 i 1 7 E : ene ee res BO IN Ets os il areal asd beeu nc ieeagi scsesence 792 
V6 Brittain 3 ecko eects lesa TS ING Oop. CG Sivvietascavctwaioucracedaniesseacnis 674, 684, 686 
v. Brooksbank .......... cee. BS INGOs TA eee ease Saris indi 687 
Wie BROWNE ac ees ccc esdeatee cece a ANG Cos ESO ectse st ON Ga cte  a tat Se e Tee 610 
Vi BUTDAGC oceccieccccecssevecteceecvees a By Galt ite ae of & Seeea mnt ete ee ge ee eV G87 
V. BUrneGttee - ccscandi eventos DC IN iss, DOG ssarcas cde eselactadestecnamass oe ueectaleveraet 678 
Vic CLOn cute oh cresieacemeiesen nese 177 N. C., 585, 586.......200.0....-...20... 696, 699, 700 
Ve “Campbell sciicctediccccocecdectanesies BSS: IN Oh, Da peek ilest a catosesdiaioes eexcaveces ae 758 
Vie OUI ese Ouscedbascetibevecrcsane LOSING Mey, DOO ceed aowieie inaattecontiveagate Se nuesis 686 
V. CANUD ae oi ered ESO UN Ce Ta Oi daczrnlaret diane teadssnetatauseakct 791 
Wi SOAMOWTOLL. . veoncsesianlisnioncies lesmalt Sea Ng sy: OA Oa Aoluaanctectheeos tated ake cicuaayeesuaen one. 678 
Ve COUNCY ~ sede rere enea geile RIO EN i VOR ite dalla at audscuesdialegits Boy ay 696, 699 
Wee OD BTM, oias cavdcscncoseibecareeteiavecbens BUN og yak OG yearcuacle renee vcaauesnnyiecatenwacicaaauen ace 740 
Vi CURT IGS os 6 tet 3 es =f QP ee te ee 725 
We COVAEK.. <ccavsdesdeccetototensdeewceee: Ne, FURY 3 3 Pea ae ee 725, 727 
se © 0) 6) | = sae a BAY glee E(B | 3 ae em a en OR eR Oe 4 
v. Cockerham ou... eee eee Bae IN CR ge ee Oeestath uk felis ot aius oiblcaectetale . 678 
Vi COLO neo ce ees acces ht cleereces a aS Rk” eT ee wee Re 696 
Vr COUNOE: ccc 3 ioe cece ets TA Nes VOB ort sects reece loose csekgicnalededi hi ocd 692 
Wie GOK. 2d codedelacetwascteevecatianceadtle Oe Na Mohs OS edt teh ace asi eae este east os 78 
Ve COODCL™ evden eek i Ao 2 Bs pe a 6 = 7 Sanne em te i ne gt ee Te a o2t 
Ve (COStTHOT: 260i iiesd ceeiescaic: ZG ING OOOO weicenhhatita ceeded tice ke dee 763 
M OUTS Oe ie en ee easel acs 170 N.C... 185, 790, TOR cs cecececcces 791, 792, 793 
Ve CPOUSO! aieiesisprecseesseeincyc cs TBO IN. GC, SOO irises sede hres tects feieeiis tasancl 698, 700 
Wis DODO Sco lectks eves eacehceeeene cont? 184 N.C., 641, 648, 649, 650........ 670, 672, 
674, 675 
Vv. Davenport ooo... eee eee MG INC a Ob ceucccr abet secealcteean hed en here ease 310 
Ve ORV VRS gecacietentioenniceitiess 79 N.C., 608, 604.00... 709, 712, 717, 718 
Wes AOIVIN: spac tiegdcvgt, Ai hth ce. ca tees BO IN ONO ss cchecorndiaas Riecaa valet ca rweded Sooesestdee: 336 
We ARVIS: siden Stsies Br ees, eat x21 ash Ae Gee 2] POO Oe ede eee nN Oe See B41 
We OB VIS Dl 5 os eee DPT IN Ae SOO veered viserrsereede oie stains eetoen, 687 
Vi WDCALON: oso enee GIN eG oe ec ee gs cen athe hac a niet tte T17 
Ve DDOWECY ° Sieieneaverdseccmticieds BO! IN hg DO Os pace tc atec dla beagle Nectre leeds Stoners 787 
We HOTS OM sect el scventarec icy eee: TON Oey 2TBS LTO, 280 ooicceke Sete eects 648, 644 
Wes, A DUROMS celtartien ei eect cases. Pod N SC S08. S10 sea he ee 670, 672 
Vs DUNS. a6. cecesteicescieseses UY ING C6 9 Oe chert eile Recaen ceca ate, T17 
Ve PAWS ~ccccscdecccscastesesbaseccschee TON Oe O00 ecu tice masala da 236, 2388 
V.. FOV ANS: poole oe oct, evoke escec sf OY et im rans (01: Si cp ana ec a WOE ek a PE 791 
Wi UT. cies bees RO aN ey, Oe cease Raitt boat ee oe 650 
Ve WOIRMOR: facteurs. wavesceseaeatatews cues RISO IN ss yet Osco cectakat coin waren tos 718, 720 
Vr A eoesccccs eGo voteascevaccedecesc De Nc ig, AO 3 2s a Mies acta 792 
Ve PAVIKN OY cocci esoe ke BUD: TN ie TBO isis Malach one a Aon, 667 
Wie CHANG ORY cro neh deci DB Uae rel (= Cale MR a 238 
V. Freeman oo...i...ccceeeeceeeeeceeeee ees EEG IN Gs WOR Os cccilcet eras ea ee Mooi xt Gace a 649 
Ve Garland: section core p Bayo gal fen Gian 470-5 ke ene eee eee 792 





























CASES CITED. 


ANRANLKLNANLRNLNNNARLKLLRLANLARPRLRRALALLALLRRRRRLRANPRLLLPLRPRPDPP 


ye ee ee i A i a a a I cl ls i Rn a cs a 


CASES CITED. 


ys GSRINS (oh os cee eee teens 65 
BY A ec decease rn teate cet sees acdsee 94 
GOO. eo qiicesncet cece altace: 92 
GOO WIN vase tisiecceieaes 123 
GOOCN = cecusecssoeateecotieent ence: 94 
GOOGS sansa heh ncoseleereenes: 130 
GSO0GG kart i ae ees 182 
Gla sc ince 162 
Gregory - iccaustieetieee ee 1538 
eC NGATEAYE. <envicdets fodpandustecscagenosceaeet 125 
UCAS O. eccccel srtiedamoine 173 
PAI StON - cc cnceeide seers 121 
2 FHAUPSCON \coleceees cael ovsieo eke ees 182 
fp PI ANNON: eich octet et 168 
Ms of bb «ae me ene renner Ree 183 
| (Harrell chencicteteneeees 107 
sn WAP EIS! bec cco icteeereesusteseerce aces 46 
o FIA V W000. wes cenustioccingess 73 
» Henderson ............-ceeeeeen eee cee 180 
e PROLISLOY = scccecsentene sent eeetecedees 94 
ys PAOPTING cic icecsveceeete teenie 145 
Se SPRL GIRS | occu sas addy dagdereaalneetantens 124 
PAINS. i oscil eve acest taciacct 179 
LOU tei oes 155 
OLE ees rata cachesesee utes 90 
HOPHOR “coe tinea 174 
Te) 6° 10) 28 6 Semper em ureer ere ae 164 
o) TV AI ee ckc sh ceee eect secaaete 180 
p ORDISOLD cali tense taceveeiceeueee 161 
5 41th TTA SONG * iter recereiecuottinedete eect 166 
2 QOLIISOI. o225.055 Retatccwususesesesacsxass 170 
jp AOU SOM) wetniccswrenncsloteensecie 181 
Sa OUISOIUN  ectcsshoi ent c5 i adedesecteoadys 183 
© SOUTSPOW ccacecccaseeteiicssaatende es 88 
SANTOS: sini tteste Jaesardistne eats 4 
 WOMVESS, -Kucracbasadetasveeeeace ete 182 
OUP P TT PAT. ete ce edtolceatc caterer eat 120 
=) WRT IGOR. £0 dcscaictesceoueee ieee 24 
ONSINOGY. a Aicsseteveeesstenden. 169 
6S WRORD ee eciewsce Sasecmaastulan's mavens 110 
ERM OIONE oct ls Fok, hh iy Sears, 115 
SD RIDSETY 24.55.c0ease dab reseaneeteezaceances ee 173 
oar) Gli EG: 8 0 Seeeeae reat eet eese ten tere atone 178 
Pet) CG oy hy 1 6 ere mR RRC er Rene neeer 151 
S RAWMCALG.  codscepates wiacasstaicsseceeds 183 
ys EROOH CO: xc tected oicrocwaaaeens 108 
of NACAVY  eleeiess ii ceed Gaara eeead 88 
S SEC ROVE, “ccttecpe.tiecwaseaseeetAcacehete 133 
MOMS: accicccoistaer Greene 52 
TONS “6323 is 143 
Tay BOs co veclesateeetecsscecteveectareseads 138 
MCCHIiNG. ices ihe 61 
MeGlammery  .....-----sseeeeeeeeeeee 178 
Meier. ice ele ecu 175 


iv—1S8+4 











eholetoteletctchoteloteleletcioieicloloieleionolorolerololereroheeseieicrere 


- = “ “ Ne ~~ « ~~ ~ 


“ 7 “ « na. 


a “ 


~~ 


~~ 


~ 


2) ee aE En ee ee ee 678 
OD taeda ett anbateste tect a 667 
Ai | eT ee ere 696 
7 a a eee ee RN 538 
GRE 3a eatahsattt als Sha iinscilenlats Sects 667 
Be penct xe eel aetna tes 44 
A i ES on Bice hte rer Rats oa 663 
Aaa eek ct aaah ratte ansletnes 644 
7 t |, T eeeE EEnePney 704 
POD 3 ote ee aie nictnaien 793 
TAGs selene iene paceman aay 692 
cee are ery ee 699 
5 cre nay ea 745 
OG OPO cre toh ei cent 709, 718 
Bb dtee cakie tao heteatea 678, 766 
GAA DAT cet cages oo ee RES a! 665, 793 
DMO 82 ocak eiccgite, as aiciata te ata 643 
BN ae Scien ae eons 673, 674. 675 
[iss SRE Nat nN One ae ee 4 
LOD ey co state cae ae neeetee ae 67 
7 A eee ER ee ent PE 786 
1, ee ee ENP 686 
(5): Ee ee 791 
OT a tars Salta tet an eet tee 791 
SA icin uses aheitaga ten Bakes 688, 684 
POO tne ilo ae ues, 727, 746 
AA essences kate. alec cat: 684, 739 
BU sods aac aeeneee ental: T12. 774 
ene eh See 750 
1h) Lea ELIEN TERI Oreo ge te 644 
= NG aE RET RCE ee aC ee 786 
(| OEE CER te TNS 331 
Bl oce Laccatec i tae teh eee. 610, 618 
STL eee nea ener eae ae 662 
BP Shen ce Bact etter tothe le 662 
785, TBI. TSB..cccccccsecesceeeseesesseceseee 744 
Gea ented cer Siete censeoaea re ees 667 
BOG dace eee Meat a datiale, 506 
BO Gh oui aceite cosh at ee 791, 792 
BOS ede canescens: 711, 715 
72; ee eee eae Ire ree 662 
FO ae es sc custncnce uel oe ince 205 
Pe oes eelac ot ee eel: 698, 727 
VD ee alge act sceestencsta ait ieeetatas 644 
GOD, TIO oh cinae 459, 791 
7651) eC RPER eae Renee nas eee 686 
i Ey ee eee te ee TB 
Uae sean Ae stan atlanta a 609 
12 ERE ARNT ay TN Oa 704 
OTD scl cade eat eel 692 
TBS, 140... ccceccecceccecceceeeees 684, 739, 764 
ECCT Ie: teh bata 678 
(YS ee ae 308, 776 
Fi eee eNO eh Pan TBS 


— 


CASES CITED. 





ARLRLLLANNLLNLDNLKLLAANRNANRARDLLARDNDNANALNRNDNDNNARRRMDRM 


Vi MONG: sce icctrceeiic oe weiss 182 N.C., 855, 860....00.00000..... 771, 773, 774, 
V. Manuel 2002... eects BA NL CL, COV i ooccccecceccccccccccceccecceceeecceececocecccce. 
Ve MAP UIM cccccssycszrcesseerenetoctene z= fe @ A + (7 ee 669, 
V. Matthews 000... SIN Cy BO a ircsctetn sn caccleoeishoncsseeetese, dante 642, 
poe: bah aOR eNR tee aeeeter aa i ke ed ee ieee & 4 ene On aD 704, 
Ve MOGU: cisco jrcceesiieniciances PEON SO 5 OB 2 ci siaies et icuss tienen cena 
Vix SLORDICKy, 0.2206 aceon oa, PT IN Gig 105 0 OO ice see tee eae Ss 750, 
v. Montgomery .......... cece. Oa ING Oy TAG, nea an eee coos 460, 
Vis LOSS. scythe cof Gam) Fant Copa «| ¢ ae Rae Rn nO OER Oe 
WV. Mostélla: he Se edie; DOO INGO FOO ee sey tae bis oon 7172, 
Ve MUPpDy® sccciiiereatceatheiss ry (- 9” een eee BYTE eS 
We NSO cee hiccint a icee seas BOL NAC DOG oes sie ttelecrsenasenieeied biadeultadecate 
We IN GRE soe ate ae ical SO rING CGB ciletivivateectusnsssnaicsetenss 642, 780, 
V. Ogleston oo... ecu eeeeeeeceeeeee UT. NOs Vk reso te Sa ree eax eS cate 
V. Paramore ..........2ecccceceeeceeeeeee REO ING OO cca oe ou te evn cts suai ee seve 
Ve NE APKC 62sec it ae 8 Ee ES Oem” (> (eee oe PO ene 
WV. OP OTRO? 3553 oe TOG IN GC Ae a toceses saver oct ua as dees lddanoiadceeivces: 
Vi POPS iti AG es estiaeiedeedd 4.5 ah a Cea © 6 eee a RE nO 
We PASO chs of herseor eter hiteee ds DSO) NiO, GOD 6 iecccets thee ce cS eaueieta ttt 684, 
YW, PattersOn: ccccccc.cnccsccdiccccscosacees MS IN Moy Oe estan terme nausea cect tuwaiatuatetecdctes 
We POPRINS io ceil eee 01 Pa 2 iene) 6-1 ¢ pp orcer oe ee PE eA ee NY 
Ve PCL RINGS: (het thi ed ee ol ule: 9) Cane, Gi © A GS 1 Gane mee Ne eT oe 
Ve WORD £4. chscets ete elect cea eats BA INR Ro eS dese inh Wee reactocncalau seen ecltcbattoe toss 
Ve SPOUT: ives eis sit cctee et DSN Rtas | Foci Aa. cite tie use Ais 
v. Perry (Hatton) 20000000... 122 N.C.,1018, 1021.00.00. 670, 671, 
We OIRY eto cw teceinheeatleees dhe? Ai Pe, OS Ret Kh. eer ae ene Rn Pee Sv Met uadees 
same 2 =) i NORE eee OEE ae INGO ZV ia Sees etalon ca ects teuseeaeeveseuescteees 
Wa POU Sit esta ae hes MOG: INC 2 hei eee ks 
Ve POUANG: 2.ccconreteriinwioases 168 N.C., 116, 119.000. 644, 780, 
Vs POUS cis reciteclenceenanncan DOO IN Cy Fikes seca anaes eau cisco 
EN Sct ol CC ee eet ee See et 175 N.C., 804, 807.00 eee eee cee 771, 
y. Publishing Co. .......000 0. Oe IN 0 rss cece ae es es 
Wi TRAY. hele oaneucl elceackiy cementite: 166 IN: Ci 20 ie ctstccesn cot ara acer baceslseobenettance ys: 
Vi. FRODDINS: oceanic semoeticeeie: DRO IN ORG csc, eae Be aah ae ak a 
vy. Robertson ..........................-... a 1 60 fa Ee, aS 19) 0 eee 645, 
V. RO@ers oie... elec csee ce eecee cece eee 162 Ne Ch O06 ecw aecteste a eee are ask 
vy. Rountree 2.0.0... eee d Feet SRN Sine ESSORER 0 1 Sena me OA 
Vi. ROW ooiciiocicecicecceecceeeeeecenecee cee a Nig Cs a eerie he wnctarat de beiah ieetesintinds 
Wo SCOUC conte atin eacaeace 26 Ne Ce BOG cares €'41, 642, 780, 
V, SOTURGS iancsccducsectesecinsccbacdeieeacs PL: ING Ay, SOF oceceeis tes vavsvetenvaen epee sents acinde lade 
V. SeOaDOM:. 2:.464cnuseieviens MS IN AO OO Nisei eels heated tesetetaveststecudbtecreess 
5 LON. | $1 1 i: ge oe Re oe OL IN ig aceite ethers te ee 
Wi MAE: cecstsereicseteeciet Aneta is, aek DOO ING AG OOF eee erties atoate een eette dete 
v. Sheffield 20.0.0... ee DS ING iy 1 BO esas ceseeretettn eceennced ae Rucepeusteredelacats 
5 Se = | 16 (<1 C6 | eee ee eee ae VO INC OT or, sea Sect k ez ncce wet Peo cecutean tacen 
W. SHOGL fico ceiececdicesctssecionceeandioss 179 Ne Cig TAA ie ee ee Rees 683, 
Ve BlMONS: 2:6. cis eS cavetinleeeteks Be Nick 1 Getta ol are et Se tes Fone aac 
a4 11) 08 | ner ee a BON Cs AU A cosicdseotecanie eesti ioe nete eee 
Vi SMtH coccvii ene ae Dig DOO ai tect asiecce dacs leakage snes choc. 
We: LON ais ea ocean eee 164 N.C., 476, 479.000.0000. 367, 370, 718 
We MULE (see atte reee DBS ING Oe). TAO arcenediti Me eee laine site 725 
¥.. Speight ccccic.oe ewan niieces OO Ne oss. “TZ rset reddensisaseey seatsee can isewidaie cies 
We SDIVOY. setecex ete seed VOL ING Oy OT Octet tomeg ogee 
¥; BITANE Os. ee ee te p Eos ae (Oey Af 3 Ronen ee oer ranean a nae eso 


CASES CITED. 





Se Wo MLO VODS o:s.b:ciss cas cutieeusieaes NES IN: Oss OC Oi aascccepes tree oe eee ea ae f 
S. v. Stewart 2000.00. doe: 89 N.C., 568.0000 683, 684, 685, 686, 688 
S. v.. Stimes 0.0. sg acest Chace NOS INC, COB ieee a ee 
Bi Ve (G1 Ca es ee eee eects es BAe IN Ci. BT vcs catcicetatnesecenscciareceenscedneeieny 787 
Sv. Stmmess ool eee eens TAL INGO BAG isscsivilei ee Baie tecrtes eae 
S. v. Summers owe ATS N GO TBO cc ee te eect et ee oe 
S. v. Ta-cha-na-tah 0000... 64) NC Ola ons ates acelin cuteunnens 
Bc 'We PAO sce ee 16D NGC. S16 ee 
S. v. Teachey 0.00.2... eceeecceeseeeeee 188 N.C., 587, 591, 598 Lisestcusieusens, 670, 672, 750 
= Fim doped bi) bo} beeen ete 139 N. G., PWR ED ie vidi Siiogkicvosudldabeuicnul-2ee stoadedeeackavecwaes 
Nee We ROEEY> “vcsscnssstawsacociadeecnceeksccese ers Uy fo ae el ed 3 See ee ee neni etuaseols 
Se Ver PROMGS) coe eee ais O40. TO ee ee eis 
De Wa PL ONCY ooiccicveccsevestitsvesceccsestedease 162 NN; Ce Goes 706, 715 
Be We URDU. occcs ol cchcaneatacacneresaescccixs aes Pt OR 16: a 7 Pee nnerere ne rene eae renee 643, 
Bi Ve IV SON sss ica 183 N.C., 692........... pet es eet est ee 
S. v. Ussery ............. phe cotavetas atudteccies DES: TCU Ciascaceccnacdonnetecccicangecceancensersotaant 
S. v. Valentine 2... eee ees DO IN Ot a eed telat cates tases aia 
Oe MeV ODN ec eeeeceteecivetieke. 6 G7 BA © oie 3 3 5 eet ee ee 
eV WATSON: cc acticek ceed wettec: roo ab (Ek GAP 1 7: eae eee Sn ee Ea eR 
BS. Wir WatSON:. (ccc chescetele case MOA AIN Oop: TOG sectentasestiacundediceandecidentancatecesnberssen 
Se We WRUIS pee Bees Secs, gal Pee) 2 Cn Pg 683, 
Ss Ve. WICCIOR osscenrec cesses eines TAT IN Co i ST 
Se Wi WACOR. ck soccunsecssscscsvaceseccesommeaee TOE IN ig OR 6 oi eects eee eeu st 
Re VE WCCO Kee ese cca sr aad a Oe © ara Ue ee oT 
S. v. Williams oo eee DO AIN  Oec: OO secs es cree Bins Scare hs tie casen 
S. v. Willoughby ........00.0.. ABO NY Cx. GU Ratistte ae tee ate te 
Ra Was WIDOT ccvavcsioedinnddaccecndenccdiaaet fee's ae Ol Ge Hetiah Gy 67 CRnne tt eon ne ee Onn mE 
Be Vi WOO0 soa cicctccitiacuccensactteomdecde n Ny <2 0 Ee | ° De ered ee ee 
Si Vi VOCS cnet tees 155 N.C., 450, 455... 649, 650, 
Fie aa 4: ee ee 183 N.C., 758, 755, 767........ 375, 677, 678, 
State, Bain V0.0... eee eeeeeees SO NO, 49). DO tein tecties cordestcncien: 408, 
State Board, County Board v....... TOG INC SB i aestaniecerstaisi ced echt roses 
State Prison, Moody v. .................. ZS NYG DO ce 
SCE 0) (i all <a 2 Ce ree ee A IN AG asco eda eee 
Staton, Summer V......0.0...... eee UE IN DB shee et toate 
Steadman v. Steadman........0.0...... ATE: EN ee Fd ee OP eee 
S. S. Co., Comrs. of Beaufort v...128 N.C., 559... cee ceceecceccn eens cccceceeeceeees 
Steel Co. v. Edwards..............-....... 110: NvG BOS BOS . cccnstvsvetCeasenlcaseadats 130, 
Steeley vy. Lumber Co..............02+ DOO ING GC P22 perdecdhacid adda eased bees 
Stephens Co. v. Homes Co............. EBL IN Cop Baten ceases aiee ban 428, 
Stephens v. Lumher Co................--- 5 3 0 Pe, @ U9 ine ee eee ee Pee 
Stephenson, Dowd V................---+: 100° ING AGT ses ieee a Doe, 
Sternburg v. Crohon...............ce-e 172 NO T81S TBC eee ee ee 
Stevens v. Brown..............:.:c0-:e:e000° BO IN Ce. AGO che ee crt eden teetes dese 
Stevens, Morrisett V........-......--- TSG: INC. BOO seccceecieccatseceets iolta caress oniareseoeans 
Stevens, GS. Voice sesccseeeceseesseeees D1 NO, BG sictcciie eda tecie cea ch ees 
Stewart AVGPy Wisiiceee tei 184 NAO y 281 ert ences 
Stewart, AV€LY Vu... scsceeeees TBO ING G5 AGG ie eanec a eunneuls we aa valinavercssaidens 
SLOW art Se Wicticesloe tessa cence 89 N.C., 563.................. 688, 684, 685, 686 
Stillman vy. Willlams.......... dete 2 O01 N.C, 483 486 a ee 446 
Stines: Si V catia eee TSS: Ne Oi OSG die Gk ue oe 
Stocks v. Stocks..............---.:::0e0:0+ a Ay ¢° Sab ie © ea 2 . |. SE ee ee 
Stone, 270-0 6onchitaeswedetaceeesteseeekc. Tee. Nc Cisg OS aisacasnsaccedeee ce sataienncausdcc sacassovactieasbens 
Strange S:. Vicsis:cn eae eed ak tome Fa tna iy ¢ «Seen ee Rann MR EERO Ra cl a ts aR 


hi 

Stratford v. Greensboro................ 124 
Strauss v. Frederick......000...00000000.... 98 
Strickland, Holden y......0...0...000..2... 116 
Strickland, Piano Co. v........0.0...... 163 
By VU eV i es es eas: 113 
ALO NOE? 0 ARIE oR |. Se ee ee 142 
Summerlin vy. R. Rowe. 133 
Summers, S. Vio... eeeee cece ence eee 141 
Summers, S. V.........0.ccceececeeeneeeeoeneees Lia 
Summit, Cloninger y.....0.....02..00...... 5D 
Sumner y. Staton... 151 
Supervisors v. Comrs. of Pitt......169 
Supply Co., Fairbanks vV............... 170 
Supply Co. v. Windley 176 
Sutton v. Craddock......0.00...022..002..... 174 
SitltOMt: (EEOGG: V7 oi2e.4 tee tees eters 175 
Sutton v. Melton... 1838 
Sykes v. Boone.........00.00..:c1eeeee 132 
Ta-cha-na-tah. S.o vio. 64 
4 RET) it eg 2m 6 Rn © Coen Ne RRR PC 174 
Tanning Co., Beck v.22... 179 
Tate v. GreensSboro..................000.0--. 114 
Tate v. Southard... 10 
A iif) a 2 gaa es Dee te ee RS 169 
Tatem v. Paine. ....c...cc.cceccecccteccseees 11 
Matiamw..- Pass COies. ocicacetieeccues, 181 
Taylor, Allen VW... ee 96 
TASlor- Vie BVOW Med cokes cl anveaww: 165 
Taylor v. Edmunds...............0.00....... 176 
Taylor v. Heggie.........0.00......0..000.-2. 83 
PAY VOPR: Vs OG satesccceete ccs codes ros 118 
Taylor v. Lumber Co.,.....2.......0000.. 173 
Taylor, Wyma) V.....00.00.....0.....00000 124 
WCAC CY, 153. ieee Siete wee tee 138 
Teague, Bovel’ Voi... .cceceeceeeeeeeee eee 106 
POG, SiNnClalt Viceueel ites 156 
Tel Co., Cannon Vv. 2... ee. 100 
Tel "@Oy. (CATES No sex deere ees ceases: 151 
Tel. Co., Gardner Vio wee 171 
Tel. Co., Hamrick vy. oo... 140 
Tel. Co., Jackson V........0.0000200000002. 189 
Tel. Co., Kennon v. oo. ceeee ee 126 
Tel. Co., Marshall v. _........000..0002.... 181 
Tel. ©O6 NANCE Viv olde Bevses i oees 177 
Tel. Co., Newsome vio wc. 153 
Tel. Co., Penn Vv. oo... eee 159 
Tel. Co., Williams v.20... 136 
POUL O AT ye Nore see selene cae ueas 139 
Gi We) oo we ea (cee ee oe 178 
Thigpen. Dawson W..00..0.. 137 
Thomas, Fertilizer Co. we... 181 
Thomas vy. GWYN... ceeee cece ee eeee 131 


CASES CITED. 


bn, Canad 2. eee PN ORI OO Reese 32, 33 
Ne ee SOO uiseseessctess cad ne honetatin wang cteseztalixe 399 
IN Meas SES eciccs besecte eae anetecateeessseesents: 491 
TN es statics et hn ae ea a a Pantene 417 
Ns a EO) ssc esha ecewisa de atAn ahs esauanteeavinelitned 186 
Pe Cosy FOr ack ean cac eda asee sca iad uae 787 
Ve ian 9 15) | Sate ele ee ame ete eae ete nO es eee PST 307 
TN Rd ns te eas cucaseecascles tas Wee yale a oasuaele tease 692 
RGR PTI fb Zea ne an ACR ee ERR RD PPC 699 
Ne Ae 1) a aortlaten caches taeda ty i eased tacctzenagecncaces ald 
IN OG a ecenlacetirie ntl on vnd Reet Sek dik edge wtee antes Doe 
DE GAR a: eRe ae SER ree TO Ne rt B15, 32 
AN gee ON cdeces dems Rete te taaia ee Cee ea tee 417 
ING ia: er ae eras eae Len oe 549 
IN a 22 1G echinacea 400 
ia ee 6 | © Se An ne ne over ORD OS Se 855 
TNO wie cs ese cae Seas ante eases 22 
IN AOD hs isccsdedindeuh scentteeeae trance eetet clas 316 
£ 
BE Gites 6p) br: ebro eee Seater even a meen ht re T80 
LGR GRR s (Uj ee ames Bie NR gee CR EC NS Os Oe 35 
Db Oe Genie 2A’ (o> ont er orem SE Rate Ae ee 760, 776 
i et Oa 2 9 12-0 ee ee re 568, 568 
DT eens 64) EE ets oo eco ERR ener eee nc ore Cr 189 
DN AT ky Te sere a tei Niu ace ae Addoctel hacen fe 684 
DE, Bet eau Gs cases et ele Aaa Neda neee eee 49 
Rg oO eee ra nthe alent eaua te. Suctreaabstaonesaveteraest 157 
Gig 0 eacs ied reir he ete tkg 218 
IN eg, ea hc Oe Syst o Seares tev chee oes 396. 496 
oak GME 22-4 NP a PB PO ty ct Sa 138 
ib fe Goeeaees22: & Eilae aaieniey ec eines ees a Seti Mearns Pete ae ee ner 455 
DN VOB Se ian sla eect erie th eae eae 189 
WIN Se es WD ct nr Sees a et aed a 2 aia 22 
BN OO on Daher oe Ren seh al mt ie oo et 615 
N.C... 587, 591, 598.2000... 670, 672. 750 
Neo eg 0 Oro ite reeset teruteadaoeuniacsrecnourd: 670 
INA ey, FOS kde i eee Bon ne haeicueaw ertaed 64 
Pay pres (Oras | 0 | Meena nee ene IP om mg Ate deren TT I 108 
Pe re ame © 5 [<n oe me ae ER nc tec 491 
N. C.. 404, 405.0000. ecceee ee eee eee 105, 143 
Pe oe Game (a 8 ee a a eee Ree gC mT 189 
BNA eb ase esate aa hos ed eee et 42 
De Pia sR 32 Seale etree Ae Ret Ce 104, 108 
IN. 2 2st acer oe ee a eas Ba tee hs. 306 
Ng Oh ew Moir as dae ole tucine ists, 5. Neorsloginatince me 208 
PE, OP MER (5 11 LAUSD Reet ener ARC TR Pe Tan RRL eee 105 
Pas Omer 3 ft Pama Wp eee nee ek ree eee 104 
DN Map? SOS eeeee tL ale Sects gate oneal a: 107 
INO AD ed shacd Has Tea hh claeyadce Dina tea te esaras 618 
DN Cis Oe a an heels ee Oe a 766 
Na Moog, SOR ia 8es tect peace ea Mit ss Riots edd 253 
|G Fite 4y (2 Ene eee te ev ac oe ee 294 
Pe One: 15) | ean en A ence ee ra 556 


CASES CITED. | | liii 








Thomas, Skinner V.......00.2.......::00008 171 N.C., 98, 108, 106, 107........ 330, 332, 3383 
THOMAS, Se WV cased cadetwceeeccesceceteceees GE ONG ig, | PO chases iectaankautouausuadateessteatersetedete sie 656 
Thomasville, Tise V.-........0.0.-. 0.020 d 33 Me Re Ge 4. 12k ee OO Re A a 776 
Thompson, Crump V...............--...- BD INC BOD cceitotdsivad op atid thas eae allah nasal: 50 
Thompson vy. Express Co............... gE Sy aN) WA ee 1 «sneer Renee an One erect mT ener 69 
Thompson v. Express Co..........-.-.. TBO NG, OES taste cette tae 204 
Thompson v. Humpbhrey................ LO ING Ore: SA ales weyers ee vevesdeatereunet hai aacetsect 381 
Thompson y. Oil Co... eee do GMa Bl Oak 4y (2 Bi 4 ee en eee e 563 
Thompson vy. Lumber Co............... BOS INC ys 22 areca retetaorseel eee socacen sesh Seeeeeees 129 
Thompson vy. Rospigliosi................ a: Pane, at Gera: y Gaerne eee beeen ee ieee ore ieee tee pn nen eerre 400 
Thompson vy. Smith... DOIN Cis, EO tenia ecto ea elo medane sts coee steno oteae 113 
Thompson, Wright V....................... DOE ING Ae) Os ecccrde ean dec tdon. wees ectuau Gtoreewedsieeeakie 564 
Thornton, Cole W.........-..ececcceceeeeeeeee TSO IN Cig DO eee eievetacessaceshascntisesteesiedwazenee 24 
Thornton, Green VW.....-..2.0..2ccceeee eee AD IN Ao se oy Octsce dis var aitwaacnecee?vccdeb awnenececeseenn xe 234 
Tierney, Mfg. Co. VW... 1B ING ig GOOe Ga Sepeceriscsvscetececacbehtetumeacscs 182, 254 
bi 1s) 6 lke Zee 5 Cem 5 Ana a ee? TAG: SNe Cis COS iicititencceasive ce’ err ree 783 
858 Fc dea ga = Re 2 ne dU a at 0” 52 en ee 306 
Tillinghast v. Cotton Mills............ 148 N. C.,;. 268, 278, 274.......2. 29, 105, 106, 
143, 626 
Tillman, Hall V......2...........ecsccsseeeeeees DOD INGO ig 2b Getcatcste ls gel as cask cesetnanbececaentcics 186 
Tise v. Thomasville.......00000 0... DR INN Or acetate sou cte ei cds tuaaseoutacaeee eects 776 
Tise vy. Whitaker.......00000000000 MAAN 6 Cig OO ccecectteeidentvuh aca asd at veda bene 622, 629 
Tobacco Co., Comrs. of Dur- 
| OF: Po ie ane eens eR Oe ae oS 116 N.C., 441, 446, 448........ 509, 516, 525, 
“527, 529 
Tobacco Co., Friedenwald v......... BE IN Mogg: OA Eivactavive vac lcovscunccasossuaaiceaniealitas 175, 423 
Tomlinson v. Morgan.....................- MOG IN Cig DO bso dass ites ystaly eve tucasb Aion Nesiev tacos 293 
ONC 5: Sie V nacaorad ade eietoncanslaevevaedsioeeas 162 Ny Oi. CSO evieeenet anise 706, 715, 718 
Traction Co., Clark V....0.....2.......+ ys «Fa (ee erm Soe es ee 93 
Traction Co., Kelly Wo... a Fs 9A ae Ge | 0° Ea Ce ro 
Traction Co., Kelly v.................2 133 Ne Oop ALS ie ncatsreetnenhovenen sho ese 7 
Triplett v. Williams... .. 149 N.C., 394, 306...0..0 ol ceeccccecescees 16, 192 
Tripp v. Somerset... Be IN ag 0 OT waiadics dauacd enaane ta cnteioucen tcunadeanaguteaveutis 6 
Trueblood, GraveS V...........0..0.00060+ OG IN, Csi BOB ca secene scassupepsedioktsasyseweieauvad tenedies 209 
Trull vy. Comrs. of Madison.......... 67-2 a agra ° «|= ee ne nn A eR POR a NP Pe 538 
PU Wee ee ees depute ac aaceds. LOM ING Og OED avetecsesseintnc cect aetna tecNiatecoeca ats 37 
Trunk Co., Jarrett Vi... TAS UN Co BOM ic Racauredecasbutets eh atuek ecvianatcteane ae 760 
Trust Co. v. Bank.......00000000. 0220... TOG NOG, TG rsh etescctasvcedteniat sect tetiaaclsgadd Gein, 69 
Trust Co., Baugham y. ................ Bs ING © i. BOG os osccc cscs caxeantenacs aageavedsewicceseueneaseneaes 379 
Trust Co., Comrs. of Surry V.......178 N.C., 170.0... ccc ceccccccscsesecersseeeestareseeseesenee 351 
Trust Co., Corporation Com. v..... 1: a Ge 1/1 875 
Trust Co., Haywood y. .............--. DAO IN Og ZEB vccnceetts ete ct cate tietavite titedone 490 
Trust Co. v. Lumberton................ BIN ie of RN U ansz cates na rica ese tera yd eed adios sa 517 
Trust Co., Martin Co. W..0........0..... BA Go i aul @ Mumia” «SSR OE gn 351 
Trust Co., Moore V. .0.....c..-2.22..-..-- 1 IN Cre. TAG si seeetrseseichedes Ralesedce teeteeeacee ele 374 
Trust Co., Trustees V. ............--- TSE INGO BUG cenetesaniciaceesastetacsecasticassincts 247, 351 
Trustees vy. Pruden................--00--- TO ING Ci Ol Boeri ceateoh crvestuit elise toeseciexe 635 
Trustees vy. Trust Co.......0..0..-.-- BA IN IC BOG Sass oe al ah he oe 247, 351 
Tucker v. Winders.........00....::cc:0 us (0 Bel ae (cy (ia ea 10 
Tunstall, Wynne V..............-.---0:0e EG: IN Cie: BS cite ice Secads vba tecatetanseseakedindnte’ 258 
Turner, Brown V...........::-cc0s:eee CO ANG OB access aired log a is ee aan 467 
By) 2) 1 Okt Oe eRe nee meer yO aie Pes Ghee Gs Ae: fae 643, 791 
Tussey Vv. OWeD..........cc0.ceccceeceesees EGON Ce Sate te dd 578, 579 


Tuttle vy. Tuttle... sce eee 146 NL C., 498.00 icine peat, 705 


liv 


CASES CITED. 


Twidy v. Sanderson............0...0...... SNe HO a Sea ar tee acti 234 
Tyrrell v. Holloway........0.0000..... IN eo > Rat nce dace sredece hottntte cin etanaeeeeessintce 467 
TY SOW Vo. IN CLA IT ae decethenendecccsssuccnpese TOS NG Gy” Stasi ae sehen 17 
ELV SOM s ts VW iteseteeen otis tardawe.taectacse: Ifo Ss abs A 6 9 22a lee 310 
U 
United Brethren v. Comrs, of 
FOrsyt .cedccswi ee anas duane 110: NEC ADO Sc ateul nnn 470, 471, 541 
University v. Bank... OO IN Ca 2 SO ara ece se se css et dears oca eet 63 
University v. Harrison...........00....... DOIN Os. OS Wes i eee eae hn 156 
Upehureh y. Robertson.................. TOT NaC A cert he ee ee es ne 3S 
Upton, Cohoon Vu... eee cece ETAT a BO elias vette seeks ety Sed teeter ees 19 
MISSOry < Si Viceeciicee ieee eons dl Ko aah ea © ba by dy care eee ia renee Asmat RET S Peeters 696 
Utilities Co., Lea voi... gO cee ite Gein 9 LS remnen reise ie rere ncaa aegeernes errno ONE 760 
V 
Valentine, S. Veo cece eee eee BO UN oO ay Do tera caeeteasasco aimee ees? 656 
Vanderbilt v. Chapman.................. Gs a oer CUA E: SR RRC AIEEE ON RO ea ORE EER ST 423 
Vanhook vy. Vanhook...........0.......... BV. IN AU gs 0h 90 saat aciacaua cassia tnbanteunsaatassetak ee 379 
Vann v. Edwards...........ccecceeeeeeceeceeee jE 9 Sad ae, CANN. 5 | 0 12 eee ne A eee Ra nen SO a ne reer eS eo 396 
Vann, Lambertson V.......0...000000.0..- UBS IN: Gi, VOB isets ned ccacccobssatsheuhost iiacthoteebuedetioates 114 
Vann, Midgett vV....... eee TAS ON Cis, 2 Sic ce, voreherensesctaddces eaaeeacaeeusetisceenss 226 
21230 C2 0 Pc aa ee ne ee aR TaD DG2 ING Gs JO Orie ee ccs ee Gages eee ates 645 
Vaughan v. Gooeh.w. ee. Oe ING cg FOO ito ata mth hae ate 400 
Venters, Walker V......2..0...2..000000---- VAS - INC oS spas iastene i bdac detache wed bined eatdannabasous 139 
Vick vy. Flournoy... oR Ey Gas rae 6S IE pee ne ne ree 242, 2438 
Victor Vic MUS. kei TAS NC DA sou haat alot ata Nate erase eae 173 
WwW 
Waddell. Melvin vu... MD IN ce yO ae ila A et Ne ec ite, teh Ae AE Re la 40 
Wagoner. Clark W.u...........c cee eee MO Nh TO oe, Rissa ce NOt lash cette ewe e 49 
Wagstaff v. Highway Com............. a Ihr eh, PRs Dean's | 6 | 0 aetna nna cee ee mC en ere eT 530 
Walker v. Cooper...........0..0.0000..00-- MO! Ne Cg. VED Saris reir aad ita Aca ee el 139 
Walker v. Crowdet..........0000..0.00-- Bh Ni BO leet ete eS Bente 708, 713 
Walker, McCaskill v..........00000.0.... A ING ye aise Steves iGeseel akeach doccaltebhacacue 153 
Walker, McKeithan v.......00.000........ GG, NGOS, > Dita tect essen eatutstintare ncedotuaedwtaneesea 218 
Walker v. Scott... LOZ ING AST AO eae nei ead 616 
Walker v. Venters......00....000000. ee. PAS IN Oe BG vet Geass mea teea tthe hed dete 139 
Wallace v. Cohen.............0000000002200 PT NGC 0S OA os esata ae ee he eos 116, 167 
Wallace v. Wallace... DU ING oe aie ane ote otto teeetsuar ces on ales 18 
Walters, Wooten V....000.....000.. cee am C0 aot, fre) Or?” Serene aeten eee mn On PRU Oar wen nm in Sree 578 
Ward v. Comrs. of Beaufort........ 146 (N. ©s: 004s See ees 506, 568 
Ward, Smithwick vu. page OR © NRL 6: Speer et ee 6 
Ward: We SU gS ccccckicicsvaheyiarravesiatzevane Fes Se i oS an cg eT 186 
Warden v. Plummerv........................ BO IN eas es sn locates or ade 122 
Warehouse Co., Holt ¥....0000000..0..... be 15 Ga), aa: © || eee ne eda ered eee noe ee 13 
Waste Co., Helms V...00.0...0..0.2...0000-- OR ING Cg 0 Oa sessed th el Bah care eesti 2 303 
Waters v. Boyd... eee eee VON Oe 180? 18D ansehen essen 5 Lod, 363 
Waters v. Simmone............000......... Oo INGO iy OF ace. arrestee late tad ks 49 
Watson, Dowd W..........c-scceececseeesseeeee nO cat hs GAP: HG 6 een On eee 156 
Watson Vis Rincccciccckcveiedscacaotenns G Deo yt Oe Uo > Se RI On SORE Pn ed ane 589 
WV ESOT 5.0 V eseiaccsoccanit accesses aoe BOUIN O24 aes Bete jh a 8 671 
Watson, So Wirsiece rickets as detent LOA Na Cy Tet Oo concteccralecsedicandien Senseuizcdalcaciuducs 673 
Waynesville y. Satterthwait........ BO NG Og Certs outta earn ona cess 568 


CASES CITED. 





Weathers v. Baldwin..........00.0....- 183 
Webb, Board of Trustees V........... 155 1 
Weeks v. McPhail......000000.. 128 
Weesner v. Davidson..................... 182 
Weil, Cotton Mills wu... 129 
Wellons, Holt vV...-....... eee eeeeees 168 
WV CSS OV Sree eat pid acter eevent 142 
Wescott, BOWSe@r Vi... .ceccecceseeteeees 145 
West v. SNAW..........ccccccccccscccessseneeeeee 67 
Weston v. Lumber Co.........0...00..... 163 
Wharton, Brinson V..................::06- 43 
Wharton, Coble and Starr v......... 177 
Wharton, Starr Voi... cece ceee eee 177 
Wheeler v. Cobb... eee 75 N. 
Wheeler v. Construction Co.........170 
Wheeler, Si. Visi chtaiesenkiad 141 
Whichard, Jones V.........002..cceeceeee ee 163 
Whitaker, Francks y...............00.005 116 
Whitaker, Sears V.......... eee 136 
Whitaker, Shields v...........00000.006 82 
Whitaker, Tise Vu. eeceeeeees 144 
White v. Auditor... ee 126 
White vy. Fisheries Co........0000.. 188 
White v. Hines... 182 
White ©: Re Rita cnwsatnteciin 115 
Whitener, Rudisill vu... 146 
Whitesides v. Cooper...................-5 115 
Whitford v. Comrs. of Craven......159 
Wilcox: Si. Vieesetacinnt italia ken 104 N. 
WV CORO Vs avceeee ose eecetetareteaien: 132 N. 
Wilder v. Greene... eee ees 172 
Wiley v. Comrs. of Salisbury......111 
Wilkerson, Satterwaite v............-.. 173 
WATKIG Vio Ris Bi inciveisdeivcssacentinsdenttviates 128 
Wilkins, Anderson W..........00.00....0.- 142 
Wilkinson vy. Dunbar... 149 
Willett, Dunlap W...... lees 153 
Williams v. Bradford........000..0000..... 158 
Williams v. Haid... 118 
Williams v. Harrell ....0 43 N. 
Williams, Herring vy. ..........0002..022... 158 N. 
Williams, Hyman Vu... 34 N. 
Williams v. Johnston....................-. 92 N. 
Williams v. Jones... ee 95 
Williams, Kernodle v.........0.0......... 158 
Williams v. McFadyen.............0..... 145 N 
Williams, McLaurin v...... 02.0... 175 N. 
Williams, S. Vie... ccs ecccceeseeeceseeeueee 26 N. 
Williams, Stillman y................0...... 91 N. 
Williams v. Tel. Cou... 136 
Williams, Triplett v........0 0. 149 N. 
Willoughby, 8. V.-...... eee 180 N. 
Wilson, Bank W..-.......ec cee eeceee ee coos 124 N. 
Wilson, Brown V....0....cc.c ce eceeceeeeeeeees 174 N. 


~~ “ 


AZZ 


Bee a a 


- ~“ ~~ = 7 ~~ e ~~ - 


- = ~~ ~) ~~ 


~~“ “ 


i. ~ ~~ - ~~ ~ “ 


~~ 


ae 


. = 


aaqaaeana 


~~ iad “ 


lv 


Wilson vy. Comrs. of Buncombe....1838 
Wilson, Hodges vu... 165 
Wilson v. Jenkins....000000000. ce. 72 
Wilson v. Markley.....0000000.. 2... 133 
Wilson, Patterson vu... 101 
Winborne vy. Cooperage Co......... 178 
WOIlGel) Oe Vinicius 183 
Winders, Tucker Vo... 130 
Windley. Supply Co. v................. 176 
Winh, Reeves Voi... eee eee 97 
Winslow v. Benton.......................- 130 
Winston-Salem, Crotts v.....00.000.. 170 
Wiseman v. Comrs. of Mitchell....104 
Wissler, Power Co. vV.......0...0200.... 160 
Withrell v. Murphy...................... 154 
Wittson v. Dowling.............0........ 179 
Wolf v. Arthur.......0............ Eee, 112 
Womble v. Battle.......0..02.00 0. 38 
Wood vy. Cherry... 00 73 
Wood y. Parker....0....00.00...........-0- 63 
W000. S6 Vitinctiittvciessincccs soak oes 175 
Woodfin. Crawley vu... 78 
Woodrow. Carson V.........0..-.-22260--- 160 
Woodruff, Richardson y............... 178 
Woodsack v. Merrimon...........0...... 122 
Woodson v. Beek... ee. 151 
Wool v. Fleetwood ..................00..0... 136 
Woolen Mills v. Land Co.......0..... 183 
Woosley v: Comrs. of Davidson....182 
Wooten. Haneocek v.20... 107 
Wooten v. Walters iow .. 116 
Worth Co. v. Feed Co.......00000.... 172 
AVORCH We Thc Rive eecnces 8&9 
Wright, OWeNS Woo eee 161 
B'S Wwe tc ae aaa © ame bop ety Seer REDO © 155 
Wright. Seip. ve... 178 


Wright v. Thompson.................... 
Wyman v. Taylor... 
AV VINO 9: Rs Dieta est ec 
WSO: Vs SNA lox secscriesntereee 
Wrnone- ve "TPunstallccccteseice 


er Rae ke, 
Wats, i Vehicle ee otek aan 


Young v. Mfg. Co... eee. 
Younts v. Comrs. of Union.......... 


..124 


151 


CASES CITED. 


NOC 608 wishes 487 
ae 6 Pik: 5 eee ECE ON eT REDE 650 
IN. aire ci mere at Uueae ce esa: 503 
NC C16 sacia sii yes icsteneccecnrensests wemacsdies 705 
I Gs 12 Oa eRe nO 396 
I F8 iia usch blaccatd Recs tirana es 565 
sR SEE i (ce ee eC eM 791 
inf i ias | aes a ea ea 10 
No, Reacts Docu heteeaneteena ste ates 549 
OE O46 aes. abe test clan tensions 9 
Ns Bek ieee hice 549 
Ne Gig. Db sicctevisenedi nace eecuniersss eckicueoeton 568 
NOB Orn seen ates ween nhatviatetiies, 616 
INE 5 DOG ac crsct ee Aan leat ot ca hai tog! 571 
NC! BO A ae ela ack 456 
NG AO ae ois psa penta: 430 
IG i COM cies cen eso, eastern ches eens 306 
IN Ue ed east ilac nti wc Gay os 258 
sn 10 Re a 316 
ae SE (ee 400 
NO B19 cistern eel tase a 670 
NN Telentaa tt actt atoll tte ates 505 
a oie: > RASS a Race 241, 242, 253 
DCS a thee oA lennon ate ec tenet 143 
NG... (85. fied Sesiinvad hee ois 498 
ET GA |; aon ae St 139 
IN Misses yes sapere el ota wierd 379 
IN Nie, eerste tattenseehahar heen 229, 230 
Ny Ae se ito hen eats Cccts 247 
INS: 5, Dig i cccie: ho hoisses Soosesiesia,oslecacaiagens 373 
Ne Meera caer ietlestlae ea 578 
N. Ci. 885, 842.0 ccc 143, 254. 463 
Nh, BOB cccccccccccccecseesseseeseeeseaseee 509, 527. 529 
iNet 6 a coor ne 614 
BO DO Cadet Nl ate toe aan nue: 665 
Ie Ma ecete ea igh et es getea deel 629 
Sil CAE ie eee eo 564 
iN GAM 1 ee 615 
Ae OHNE, (mn an nent I 74 
iE Oe ss ee 457, 459 
Ne (OS ae etna hana ee 58 
Y 
N.C, 450, 455.0000: 649, 650. 792 
N.C., 753, 755, 757........375, 677, 678, 679 
ER Gey Oe Er 742 
RO Se oul nicl tenants eet antes 476 


CASES 


ARGUED AND DETERMINED 
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FALL TERM, 1922 


J. L. BAKER v. J. D. WINSLOW. 
(Filed 13 September, 1922.) 


1. Appeal and Error—Objections and Exceptions—Briefs—Rules of Court. 


Only the exceptions mentioned and discussed in the appellant’s brief 
are considered in the Supreme Court on appeal. 


2. Slander--Damages—Mental Suffering. 

In an action for slander, general damages, when recoverable, include 
actual or compensatory damages, embracing compensation for those in- 
juries which the law will presume must naturally and proximately result 
from the utterance of words which are actionable per se, and may include 
injury to the feelings and mental suffering endured in consequence, 


8. Same—<Actionable Per Se—Pleadings—Proof. 


Where the words spoken and published in an action for slander are 
actionable per se, general damages need not be pleaded or proved. 


4, Slander—Evidence—Punitive Damages. 

In an action for slander, words falsely charging the plaintiff, the de 
fendant’s tenant or eropper, with stealing a part of the defendant’s crop 
raised by the plaintiff upon his lands, are actionable per se, when the 
words are spoken in the presence of others. 


5. Slander—Malice—Damages—Compensatory Damages——Justification. 
Where the words spoken by the defendant of and concerning the plain- 
tiff in an action for slander are actionable per se, the law will imply 
malice on the part of the defendant, which entitles the plaintiff to com- 
pensatory or actual damages; this kind of malice does not necessarily 
mean personal ill-will, but a wrongful act knowingly and intentionally 
done the plaintiff without just cause or excuse. 
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6. Same—Punitive Damages. 

Where the words uttered of and concerning the plaintiff in an action 
for slander are actionable per se, the finding of malice upon the issue does 
not alone establish the right of the jury to award punitive damages. 
unless there is actual malice, in the sense of personal ill-will, or there are 
features of aggravation, as when the wrong is done the plaintiff wantonly 
or under circumstances of rudeness or oppression, or in a manner which 
evidences a reckless and wanton disregard of the plaintiff’s rights. 


7. Appeal and Error—lInstructions—Slander—Actual Damages—Punitive 
Damages. 

A charge of the court in an action for slander is not objectionable in 
failing to repeat the distinction between implied malice, fcr which punitive 
damages may not be awarded, and actual malice, in the sense of personal 
ill-will, ete., upon which the jury may award punitive damages in their 
discretion, when it appears, upon considering the entire charge, that the 
judge has once, at least, clearly distinguished the implied malice that 
would alone entitle the plaintiff to actual or compensatory damages, from 
actual or express malice, or personal ill-will, which would permit the 
addition of punitive damages, under the evidence in the case. 


8. Same—Harmless Error—Requests for Instruction—Burden of Proof. 

Where three issues in an action for slander have been submitted to the 
jury upon the pleadings and evidence, as to whether the defendant spoke 
the words defamatory of the plaintiff’s character; as to their falsity and 
the amount of the damages, exception of defendant that the court failed 
to put the burden of proof of the third issue upon the p.aintiff, is unten- 
able, where it clearly appears from the charge that the burden of the 
first two issues was expressly placed upon the plaintiff, and that of the 
third by clear implication, so that the jury, acting with intelligence, must 
have so understood it, it being for the defendant to ask Zor more explicit 
instructions, should he have so desired. 


9. Verdict—Impeachment—Jurors—Clerks of Court—Evidence—Hearsay 
Evidence. 

Jurors may not impeach, by direct testimony, their verdict after it has 
been rendered; nor may this be done indirectly upon testimony of the 
clerk, or another, of a conversation he had overheard between some of the 
jurors, after the verdict was rendered, the latter being further objection- 
able as hearsay; and where the trial judge has found the facts to be as 
set out in the clerk’s affidavit, and overrules the motior. as a matter of 
law, it is, in effect, a conclusion that evidence of this character was not 
admissible for the purpose, and would not, therefore, be considered by 
him. 

10. Slander-—Damages—Punitive Damages—Evidence—Worth of Defend- 
ant. 

Where the matter published, in an action for sland2r, is actionable 
per se, and the verdict has been found against the defenclant on the issue 
as to justification, upon further evidence tending to show actual malice, 
personal ill-will, or such aggravation of circumstances permitting the 
recovery of punitive damages, evidence concerning the defendant’s worth 
or financial standing upon this element of damages is competent. The 
proper issues in actions for slander with or without the plea of justifica- 
tion, and the verdicts thereon, discussed by WALKER, J. 
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AprraL by defendant from Allen, J., at January Term, 1922, of 
Pasquotank. 

This is an action of slander. 

Plaintiff alleged in his complaint that he resides in pasqinuae 
County, and has lived there since he was twelve years of age, he now 
being fifty-two years old, and that he has always borne a good character 
and reputation among his neighbors and in the community where he 
made his home, and that he deserved the same. 

That the defendant resides in Elizabeth City, North Carolina, and hea 
for a number of years. 

That in December of the year 1920 the defendant came to the home 
of the plaintiff and, in the presence of John Baker and divers other 
persons, spoke of aad concerning the plaintiff in the following language: 
“You are stealing my corn and carrying it away”; and defendant asked 
the plaintiff didn’t he (plaintiff) promise not to move any of the crops 
before he had settled up with him (defendant), and plaintiff replied: 
“T have not removed an ear of corn, Mr. Winslow.” Defendant replied: 
“You are the lyingest and most vicious old devil I ever met up with— 
you have been stealing my rent corn all the year and attending your 
crop on it, and lying about it. You are a damn old lying, thievish 
rascal.” The plaintiff ordered the defendant to go into the road, and 
he left and went into the road, and then returned and said, “I hate to 
say so, but you are a damned old lying son of a bitch.” 

That the defendant intended to charge, and did charge, this plaintiff 
as being a thief, and guilty of the high crime of larceny. 

That the defendant intended to charge, and did charge, the plaintiff 
with the crime of larceny, to humiliate and defame and ruin his good 
name and character among his fellow-men. 

That the charges made by the defendant were false and malicious, 
and were made for the purpose of humiliating and degrading the plain- 
tiff, and to ruin his good name and fame in the community in which he 
lives. 

That by reason of the defendant’s malicious, landeeoun: and false 
charges made against this plaintiff, he has been greatly damaged. 

Plaintiff further alleges that he has suffered damages in a large sum 
for which he prays judgment. 

The charge relating to stealing the crops grew out of the relations 
between the parties, the defendant being the landlord, or principal, and 
the plaintiff his tenant, or cropper, the charge being that plaintiff had 
stolen a part of the crop which belonged to the defendant. 

Defendant answered and denied the alleged slander... He admitted 
that the plaintiff now resides in Pasquotank County, North Carolina; 
that the defendant had not sufficient knowledge or information to form 
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a belief of the other allegations set out in the complaint, as to the plain- 
tiff’s former character and reputation, and therefore denies the same. 

Defendant then answers further that, again insisting that he had 
made no such charges against the plaintiff as outlined and set forth in 
the complaint, this defendant insists that each and every utterance he 
has made of and concerning the plaintiff at any time has been only of 
such charactcr “as is consistent with the truth, and was true in every 
particular, 

That plaintiff, while a tenant of defendant, without paying his rent 
and advancements, and without notifying defendant, and against de 
fendant’s express orders, and in violation of his agreement, had removed, 
or caused or permitted to be removed, a part of the crops. All of 
which this defendant pleads in mitigation, and pleads, as well, the truth 
of any utterances made by him in justification and bar of plaintiff’s 
right of recovery. 

There was evidence tending to support the allegations and denials of 
the respective parties.. The jury returned the following verdict: 

“1, Did defendant, in substance, speak of the plaintiff the language 
alleged in the complaint? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“9. If so, was same false? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“3. What damages, if any, is plaintiff entitled to recover? Answer: 
‘819952 ” 

Judgment was entered upon the verdict, and the defendant appealed, 
after assigning errors. 


Aydlett & Simpson for plaintiff. 
Ehringhaus & Small for defendant. 


Waker, J., after stating the case: We will consider only the excep- 
tions mentioned and discussed in the appellant’s brief, the others being 
abandoned either expressly or by the terms of our rule. Rule 34 (174 
N.C., 837); 8. v. Coble, 177 N. C., 588; 8. v. Henderson, 180 N. C., 735. 

The defendant’s first exception, as stated in the record and his brief, 
was taken to that part of the charge of the court as to the damages, the 
particular ground of the objeetion being that the court, in its instruc- 
tions, permitted the jury to include in the damages, those of the plain- 
tiff’s mental anguish or suffering. The charge is clearly sustained by 
the authorities. In Fields v. Bynum, 156 N. C., 4138, it being an action 
for slander, we held that general damages include actual or compensa- 
tory damages, and embrace compensation for those injuries which the 
law will presume must naturally, proximately, and necessarily result 
from the utterance of words which are actionable per se, such as the 
charge made in this case. Such damages include injury to the feelings 
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and mental suffering endured in consequence. General damages need 
not be pleaded or proved. 18 A. & E., 1081, 1082, 1083, and cases cited 
in notes. That case was approved in Barringer v. Deal, 164 N. C., 246, 
which also was an action for slander. In our case the verdict finds that 
the words, which in law are actionable per se, were uttered by the defend- 
_ ant, and that they were false. The law, therefore, implies malice, which 
entitles the plaintiff to actual or compensatory damages. Malice, in 
this connection, and within the scope of the issues, does not necessarily 
mean personal ill-will, but a wrongful act, knowingly and intentionally 
done the plaintiff without just cause or excuse, and the law implies this 
kind of malice in actions for slander when the words falsely spoken of 
and concerning the plaintiff are actionable per se. But punitive or 
exemplary damages also may be awarded, in the sound discretion of the 
jury, and within reasonable limits, but the right to punitive damages 
_ does not attach, however, as a conclusion of law, because the jury have 
found the issue of malice in such action against the defendant. The 
right under certain circumstances to recover damages of this character 
is well established with us. But they are not to be allowed unless there 
is an element of fraud, malice, gross negligence, insult, or other cause 
of aggravation in the act which causes the injury. Holmes v. R. R., 94 
N. C., $18. They are not to be included in the damages by the jury as 
a matter of course simply because of the slander, but only when there 
are some features of aggravation, as when the wrong is done willfully, 
or under circumstances of rudeness or oppression, or in a manner which 
evinces a reckless and wanton disregard of the plaintifi’s rights. 
Ammons v. R. R., 140 N. C., 200 (majority opinion by Justice Hoke) ; 
Stanford v. Grocery Co., 148 N. C., 419, 427. The rule as to com- 
pensatory damages is also stated there. As said by the Chief Justice 
in Osborn v. Leach, 1385 N. C., 628: “Where the facts and nature of 
the action so warrant, actual damages include pecuniary loss, physical 
pain, and mental suffering.” And again: “Compensatory damages 
include all other damages than punitive, thus embracing not only special 
damages as direct pecuniary loss, but injury to feelings, mental anguish, 
ete.,” citing 18 A. & E., (2 ed.), 1082; Hale on Damages, pp. 99, 106. 
And, as directly pertinent to the charge upon this question to which 
exception was taken, we may conveniently and appropriately refer now 
to the Holmes case, supra, where it was held that if there is rudeness 
or insult or “aggravating circumstances calculated to humiliate or dis- 
grace the plaintiff, or party injured, punitive damages may be added to 
those which are merely actual or compensatory.” Rose v. R. R., 106 
N. C., 170; Knowles v. R. R., 102 N. C., 66. Other cases to the same 
effect upon the questions of compensatory and vindictive or punitive 
damages in actions, and especially in slander, are Hamilton v. Nance, 
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159 N.C., 56; Cobb v. R. #., 175 N. C., 182; Hayes v. RB. R., 141 N. C., 
199; Smithwick v. Ward, 52 N. C., 64; Bowden v. Bailes, 101 N. C., 
612; Cotton v. Fisheries Products Co., 181 N. C., 151. The Court, by 
Justice Stacy, in the recent case of Cotton v. Fisheries Products Co., 
supra, said: ‘The defendants’ eighth and last exception relates to the 
charge on punitive damages. The basis of this assignment is that there 
is no evidence from which the jury would be justified in awarding such 
damages, and that it was, therefore, error to instruct them upon the 
subject. We think his Honor properly submitted this phase of the case 
to the jury for their consideration. Not only did the language of defend- 
ant’s employees amount to a charge of larceny, actionable per se under 
our law, but the accompanying acts in causing plaintifi’s goods to be 
opened publicly and searched in the presence of divers persons gave such 
pronounced color and tone to the entire setting of the case as to warrant 
the Jury in assessing exemplary damages. Punitive damages, some- 
times called smart money, are allowed in cases where the injury is 
inflicted in a malicious, wanton, and reckless manner. The defendants’ 
conduct must have been actually malicious or wanton, displaying a spirit 
of mischief towards plaintiff, or of reckless and criminal indifference to 
his rights. When these elements are present, damages commensurate 
with the injury may be allowed by way of punishment to the defendants. 
But these damages are awarded on the grounds of public policy, for 
example’s sake, and not because the plaintiff has a right to the money, 
but 1t goes to him merely because it is assessed in his suit. In a proper 
case, like the one at bar, both the awarding of punitive damages and the 
amount to be allowed, if any, rest in the sound discretion of the jury,” 
referring to several of the cases we have cited above. So that it follows 
from the settled principles of the law we have shown to be applicable 
here that we cannot sustain the defendant’s first assignment of error. 
The two cases cited by his counsel in his brief (Wilkie v. R. R., 128 
N. C., 113, and Smith v. BR. R., 126 N. C., 712), as to damages for 
mental suffering, do not support the exception and relate to a different 
principle than the one involved here. The learned judge correctly 
charged the jury as to compensatory damages, allowing them to include 
therein those for mental anguish. 

The next exception is equally untenable. This exception, as stated by 
plaintiff’s counsel, was taken to that portion of the charge of the court 
which permits a recovery of punitive damages if the jury should find 
defendant, in uttering the words, “was actuated by malice.” The ground 
of objection to the charge being the failure of the cour: to distinguish 
between implied malice (for which punitive damages are not recover- 
able) and actual malice, upon which alone such damages may be predi- 
cated. For this he cites Stanford v. Grocery Co., 1483 N. C., 428. But 
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that case does not uphold his contention, and is irrelevant to it. There 
the judge fdiled to distinguish between implied malice and actual malice, 
in the sense of personal ill-will, when charging the jury upon the ques- 
tion of punitive damages, but left the jury to infer that imputed malice, 
necessary only to fix responsibility, was sufficient to justify an award of 
punitive damages. The Court said in that case that the term “malice” 
as used here, in reference to the question of punitive damages, unlike 
its meaning in the issue fixing responsibility, means actual malice in 
the sense of personal ill-will, and the jury should be instructed that if 
they find the issue fixing responsibility in favor of the plaintiff, they 
shall award him compensatory damages, and if they.further find that the 
wrongful act was done from actual malice in the sense of personal ill- 
will, or under circumstances of insult, rudeness, or oppression, or in a 
manner which showed a reckless and wanton disregard of the plaintiff’s 
rights, they may, in addition to compensatory, award punitive damages, 
citing Holmes v. R. R., supra; Ammons v. RK. #., supra; Bowden v. 
Bailes, 101 N, C., 612; Kelly v. Traction Co., 182 N. ©., 369; S. ¢., 133 
N. C., 418; 1 Joyce on Damages, sec. 442, citing numerous authorities; 
19 A. & E., 704. But the presiding judge (Hon. O. H. Allen) made no 
such mistake in this case. He had clearly defined the kind of malice 
that would fix liability in law and entitle the plaintiff to actual or com- 
pensatory damages, and he did so substantially, at least, in accordance 
with correct principles. It is said in 25 Cyc., pp. 586, 537, 538: “In 
most jurisdictions, exemplary, punitive, or vindictive damages are recov- 
erable in actions for defamation of character. In some jurisdictions, 
however, recovery is limited to actual or compensatory damages, and no 
punitive or exemplary damages are recoverable. In no case are such 
damages allowed as a matter of right, but their recovery rests in the 
sound discretion of the jury. If express malice on the part of defendant 
is shown, exemplary or punitive damages are proper. So, if the defama- 
tion was recklessly or carelessly published, punitive damages may prop- 
erly be awarded as well as where the defamation was induced by the 
personal ill-will of defendant. On the other hand, there are many 
authorities to the effect that if express malice or recklessness equivalent 
thereto is not shown on the part of defendant, exemplary damages 
cannot be awarded. In some other jurisdictions it is held that where 
malice exists exemplary damages may be given, and that it is immaterial 
whether the malice is actual or implied in law.” But in this jurisdic- 
tion, where there is actual malice (as contra distinguished from imputed 
malice, or malice implied by the law from intentionally doing that which 
in its natural tendency is injurious), the jury may award punitive 
damages. This has long since been settled by numerous of our decisions. 
Gilreath v. Allen, 82 N. C., 67; Bowden v. Bailes, 101 N. C., 612; 
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Upchurch v. Robertson, 127 N. C., 127; Stanford v. Grocery Co., supra; 
17 R. C. L., see. 202. The following instruction of the court (Hoke, J., 
presiding), in Upchurch v. Robertson, supra, was approved by this 
Court, when it said: “The instruction was also correc: when the court 
refused to charge the jury that there was no evidence cf actual damage 
to the plaintiff, and therefore the jury could not award to the plaintiff 
vindictive damages. He properly instructed them that ‘the damages 
were very much in the discretion of the jury. If the first issue was 
answered “Yes,” they could award the plaintiff what in their judgment 
was a full compensation for injury; and, if satisfied by the greater 
weight of evidence that the charge was made by defendant from personal 
malice, with a design and purpose to injure the plaintiff, or if in the 
judgment of the jury the charge was made in such manner that it 
showed a reckless and wanton disregard for plaintiff’s rights, the jury 
might increase the amount awarded in compensation by exemplary or 
punitive damages.” 127 N. C., at p. 129. In his charge to the 
jury in this case, the court, after explaining malice in law which entitles 
the plaintiff to actual or compensatory damages, referred to the ques- 
tion of punitive damages, and, while the judge did say to the jury 
that the plaintiff could recover only compensatory demages, and not 
punitive damages, “unless they find that the defendant was actuated by 
malice,” this meant more than malice in law, and manifestly referred to 
express or actual malice, or malice in fact. The judge had already 
defined very fully the term “imphed malice,” as entitling the plaintiff 
to compensatory damages, and in further charging the jury, he could 
not have referred to anything but express malice, as being that which 
actuated, which means “incited” or “instigated,” defendant to commit 
the wrong. JBesides, the judge afterwards made his meaning perfectly 
clear, when he said to the jury, if they found that the circumstances 
showed aggravation and malice, exemplary damages could also be 
awarded. While, perhaps, the difference between the two kinds of 
malice could have been more sharply and distinctly drawn, it was suffi- 
ciently done to prevent misunderstanding. 

The next exception is taken to that supposed failure of the court to 
place the burden of proof as to the third issue upon the plaintiff. Read- 
ing and interpreting the charge as a whole, it 1s clearly to be inferred 
that this was done, expressly as to the first two issues, and, by clear 
implication, as to the third. An intelligent jury could not have con- 
cluded, under the charge, that the burden was on the defendant to prove 
the damages, but that it rested upon the plaintiff himself. If the defend- 
ant desired more specific instructions, he should have asked for them. 
Simmons v. Davenport, 140 N. C., 407; 8S. v. Jones, 182 N. C., 785. 

The next exception was taken to the refusal of the court to set aside 
the verdict because it was what is called a “quotient verdict.” The 
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motion was based on the affidavit of the clerk of the court that R. L. 
Griffin and two other jurors said in his presence and hearing that each 
of the jurors stated in writing what he was willing to give, the several 
amounts being then added together and the result divided by twelve, and 
that the jury returned as their verdict the amount so found. The affi- 
davit of the clerk, the record states, was admitted and considered by the 
court over the objection of the plaintiff. The judge declined to hear or 
consider the affidavits of jurors upon this question, and made this entry 
in the minutes of the court: “The court heard and considered the 
affidavit of the clerk, and found the facts to be true as therein stated, and 
that the verdict was arrived at in the manner described. Upon this 
finding of fact, the court declined, as a matter of law, to set aside the 
verdict. The court found as a fact that there was no influence brought 
upon the jury, or misconduct on the part of the jury in arriving at their 
verdict, other than as set out in the above findings.” The affidavit of 
the clerk as to what the jurors said was incompetent, and should not 
have been heard, or considered by the judge. If the jurors could not 
be heard to impeach their own verdict directly by affidavits, we are 
unable to understand how it could be done indirectly by affidavit as to 
what three of them had said in the hearing of the clerk. This is rank 
hearsay, and the court will not listen to what they thus say when, if they 
had been under oath, and their evidence subjected to the ordinary tests, 
they would not be heard. It is familiar learning that jurors cannot be 
heard to impeach their verdict. If that were allowed, law-suits would 
seldom be determined. Covwe v. Singleton, 189 N. C., 361-363. A juror 
eannot be heard to impeach the verdict returned into court after its 
record. The principle, succinctly stated in Bishop v. State, 9 Ga., 121 
(4), that “the affidavit of a juror will not be received to impeach his 
verdict,” has been reiterated too often to permit of space for citations. 
Redfearn v. Thompson, 10 Ga. App., 550, at p. 558. There are many 
cases in this and other jurisdictions, decided with substantial uniformity, 
to the same effect. 

The record states that the court declined, as a matter of law, to set 
aside the verdict. By this the judge meant that while he had found the 
affidavit of the clerk to be true, it was not competent for him to consider 
it, on the motion to set aside the verdict, because otherwise it would, in 
effect, allow jurors to impeach their own verdict, which they cannot do. 
As thus understood, the ruling was correct. Purcell v. R. #., 119 N.C, 
732; McDonald v. Pless, 268 U. S., 264 (59 L. Ed., 1300). The judge 
should have refused to consider the affidavit at all, and he practically 
did so. 

The last exception is to the admission of testimony concerning the 
wealth of the defendant. This was competent for the jury to consider 
on the question of punitive damages. 17 R. C. L., sec. 201; Reeves v. 
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Winn, 97 N. C., 246 (2 Am. St. Rep., 287); Bowden v. Bailes, 101 N. C., 
612; Tucker v. Winders, 1380 N. C., 147; Cotton v. Fishertes Products 
Co., 181 N. C., 152; Harman v. Cundiff, 82 Va., 239; Dandall v. Even- 
ang News Asso., 97 Mich., 1386; Holmes v. Holmes, 64 Ill., 294. ‘“When- 
ever punitive damages may be awarded, evidence of the financial condi- 
tion of the defendant is admissible in behalf of the plaintiff,” per Allen, 
J.,in Arthur v. Henry, 157 N. C., 398, 404, citing Tucker v. Winders, 
supra. 

We have held that the correct issues in actions to recover damages for 
slander, where the words alleged are actionable per se, and in which 
justification is not pleaded and privilege is not claimed, are: 

1. Did the defendant speak of and concerning the plaintiff the words 
in substance alleged in the complaint? 

2. If so, what damage is the plaintiff entitled to recover ? 

If the first issue is answered “No,” the case is at an end. If an- 
swered “Yes,” the law, in the absence of justification, says that the 
charge is false and malicious, and it is then the duty of the jury to 
award compensatory damages, and they may, in addition, award punitive 
damages if there is actual malice, which may be inferred by the jury in 
some cases from the circumstances. Stanford v. Grocery Co., 148 
N. C., 419. 

If justification is pleaded, the issues are: 

1. Did the defendant speak of and concerning the plaintiff the words 
in substance, as alleged in the complaint ? 

2. If so, were they true? 

3. What damages, if any, is plaintiff entitled to recover ? 

If the first issue is answered “No,” or the second “Yes,” there can be 
no recovery; and if the first 1s answered “Yes” and the second “No,” the 
jury may award damages. This is true because the utterance of words 
actionable per se implies malice, and in the absence of a flea of justifica- 
tion, or when the plea is entered and the issue is answered against the 
defendant, the law says the words are false. Hamilton v. Nance, 159 
N.C., 59. This correctly summarizes the questions to be determined in 
such cases, where both compensatory and punitive damages are claimed. 
The jury in this case have found that there was no justification for the 
slander uttered by the defendant of and concerning the plaintiff, so 
that under our formula as to the issues, he was entitled :o recover com- 
pensatory damages, and if he showed actual malice, he was also entitled 
to have the question of punitive damages submitted to the jury, and they 
may consider the wealth of the defendant upon the question of punitive 
damages. It was held in Harman v. Cundiff, supra: “Tf they find 
from the evidence that the defendant spoke of and about the plaintiff 
the defamatory words charged in the declaration, with actual malice 
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towards the plaintiff, they may give exemplary damages, and in ascer- 
taining the damages they shall consider the plaintiff’s standing and that 
of the defendant, and the wealth of the defendant is only to be considered 
so far as it tends to show the defendant’s rank and influence in society, 
but not as showing his ability to pay.” 

The case was hotly contested throughout, but those considered by us 
embrace all of the material exceptions upon which reliance appears to 
have been placed by the defendant, and we find that none of them is 
tenable, for the reasons we have stated. 

The words of the defendant, used by him in the presence of others, 
which it was intended they should, and which they did hear, the jury 
said were not only not justified but false, and, besides being unjustifiable 
and false, they were uttered maliciously about the plaintiff before by- 
standers, and to humiliate and degrade him among his friends and neigh- 
bors there, and they no doubt had the intended effect. It is no wonder 
that the jury awarded the plaintiff a full verdict. He appears to have 
deserved It. 

There is no error in the case, or record, and it will be so certified. 

No error. 





ADA VY. WHITEHURST et at. v. R. L. HINTON. 
(Filed 18 September, 1922.) 


Discovery—Evidence—Examination of Parties—Statutes—Appeal and 
Error—Parties. 

An affidavit in support of a motion in the cause, to allow the plaintiffs 
to examine the defendant adversely under the provisions of C. S., 900, 
showing that the defendant had assumed to manage the estate of a 
deceased person of whom the plaintiffs were the heirs at law, under a 
paper-writing purporting to be a will, but which had been set aside by the 
court upon caveat entered, and that this was the only available way in 
which certain information necessary in the action could be obtained, ete., 
is held sufficient to sustain the order of examination allowed by the clerk 
and approved by the judge of the Superior Court, and defendant’s appeal 
is accordingly dismissed in the Supreme Court. Jones v. Guano Co., 180 
N. C., 319, cited and distinguished. 


Apprat by defendant from Bond, J., at March Term, 1922, of 
PasQuoTank. 

Motion in a civil action, pending in the Superior Court of Pasquotank 
County, for an order to examine the defendant adversely, as provided 
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by C. S., 900 et seg. From an order of the clerk allowing the motion, 
the defendant appealed to the judge in term, who, upon a hearing, 
approved the order and judgment of the clerk, and remanded the cause 
for further proceedings in accordance therewith. Defendant appealed. 


Meekins @ McMullan and Ehringhaus & Small for plaintoffs. 
W. I. Halstead and W. A. Worth for defendant. 


Sracy, J. Appellant admits that the present appeal must be dis- 
missed as premature, under authority of Jfonroe v. Holder, 182 N. C., 
79, unless, as alleged, the order for the examination was made upon an 
insufficient affidavit. In support of this position, defendant relies upon 
the recent case of Jones v. Guano Co., 180 N. C., 319, and authorities 
there cited. Hence, the single question presented for decision is the 
sufficiency of the affidavit filed by the plaintiffs and apon which the 
instant order was granted. | 

It appears from the petition, which was duly verified and used as an 
affidavit herein, that the plaintiffs are the grandchildren of John L. 
Hinton, deceased; and, as such, are entitled to be numbered among his 
heirs at law; that in 1910 the defendant, acting under a paper-writing 
purporting to be the last will and testament of said decedent, took charge 
of his entire estate, both real and personal, and exercised complete con- 
trol, supervision, and management of the same, collectirg and using all 
the rents and profits derived therefrom, and occupying the lands and 
premises to the exclusion of the plaintiffs and those urder whom they 
claim; that the plaintiffs were minors at the time of the death of their 
grandfather, the said John L. Hinton, and were not then fully aware 
of their rights, or capable of understanding the real value of their 
interest in his estate; that in 1918 the plaintiffs, after reaching their 
majority, filed a caveat to the alleged will of their ancestor, which was 
sustained upon the ground of undue influence—the defendant having 
participated therein—and the said will was thereupon adjudged to be 
invalid; that the plaintiffs have brought this action to impeach the 
accounts filed by the defendant, while acting in a fiduciary capacity as 
executor under the paper-writing above mentioned, and to require a full 
and accurate accounting of all the properties which have come into his 
hands as such executor, and which rightfully belong to ths plaintiffs. It 
is further alleged in the petition that the defendant has in his possession 
certain books and papers, and also possesses exclusive knowledge of 
matters and things connected with said estate which the plaintiffs deem 
necessary and essential to an intelligent drawing of their complaint. 
They further aver that, in no other way, is said information accessible 
to or obtainable by them, and that this application is made honestly, in 
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good faith, and not maliciously or for any ulterior motive or purpose, 
such as was condemned by this Court in Bailey v. Matthews, 156 N. C., 
81. 

It would seem that the foregoing allegations of the petition, taken in 
connection with the relation of the parties, ought to be sufficient to war- 
rant the court in granting the instant order. We are of opinion that 
the provisions of the statute have been met, and that the present appeal 
is premature. Holt v. Warehouse Co., 116 N. C., 480. 

Appeal dismissed. 





N. PIERCE HAMPTON vy. R. A. GRIGGS. 
(Filed 13 September, 1922.) 


1. Rule in Shelley’s Case. 


Shelley's case gives a rule of property as well as of law, and obtains in 
the courts of this State, subject only to be changed or repealed by statute. 


2. Same-——Interpretation. 

The perplexity in construing the rule in Shelley’s case results in a 
measure from the want of appreciation of the full meaning and signifi- 
cance of some of the terms employed, and in the expression “the word 
heirs is a word of limitation of the estate, and not a word of purchase,” 
the word “limitation” is used in the sense of marking out the bounds or 
describing the extent or quality of the estate conveyed to the ancestor, or 
the first taker; and the words “not as a word of purchase” to refer to an 
estate acquired by the heirs, as such, in the ordinary course of descent, as 
distinguished from a class of persons to take the estate in remainder as 
the beginning of a new inheritance or the stock of a new descent. 


3. Same—Regquisites, 


In order to the application of the rule in Shelley’s case, there are five 
requisites: there must be a grant of an estate in freehold in the ancestor 
or first taker; the ancestor must acquire this prior estate by, through, or 
in consequence of the same instrument which contains the limitation to 
his heirs; the words “heirs” or “heirs of the body” must be used in their 
technical sense as taking indefinitely under the canons of descent; the 
interest acquired by the ancestor and that limited to his heirs must be of 
the same quality, either both of them legal or equitable; the limitation 
to the heirs must be of an inheritance, in fee or in tail, by way of 
remainder. 


4, Same—Intent—Heirs—Heirs of the Body—Technical Words. 


In construing a conveyance with reference to the application of the rule 
in Shelley’s case, the general or paramount intent of the donor or grantor, 
in the use of the technical words “heirs” or “heirs of the body” should 
be first ascertained by construing the instrument as a whole, and should 
his intent, so found, be that these words should be taken with their 
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technical or legal meaning, this meaning will control any particular 
intent he may have otherwise expressed; but should they be ascertained 
to have been used as denoting a particular class of persons, to take in 
remainder, as distinguished from those who would take in indefinite suc- 
cession under the rules of descent, that meaning will prevail, and the first 
taker will acquire only an estate for life, and the rule in Shelley’s case 
will not apply. 
5. Same—Children. 


An estate to the lawful heirs of the testator’s son after the death of 
the testator’s wife, and should the son “die without a bodily heir then to 
the testator’s family”: Held, the words “lawful heirs cf my son” should 
not be taken in their technical significance as heirs general, but in the 
sense of issue or children, and the limitation over to the testator’s family 
was to designate certain persons of the testator’s blood who should take 
to the exclusion of his general heirs, upon the happening of the contin- 
gency, directly from the testator, as the root of a new inheritance or the 
stock of a new descent, and the rule in Shelley’s case does not apply. 

6. Wills—Devises—Land. 

The word “lend” used in the will construed in this case is held to have 

been used in the sense of the word ‘‘devise.” 


AppEaL by defendant from Bond, J., at April Term, 1922, of 
CURRITUCK. 

Controversy without action, submitted on an agreed statement of facts, 

Plaintiff, being under contract to convey certain lands to the defend- 
ant, executed and tendered a deed therefor and demanded payment of the 
purchase price, as agreed. The defendant declined to accept the deed 
and refused to make payment, claiming that the title offered was 
defective. 

Upon the facts agreed, the court, berg of opinior that the deed 
tendered would convey a good title, gave judgment for the plaintiff; 
whereupon the defendant excepted and appealed. 


Aydlett d& Simpson for plainteff. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Sracy, J. The plaintiff derives title to the lands in question by 
devise from his father, John T. Hampton, and, on the facts agreed, the 
title offered was properly made ‘to depend upon the construction of the 
following items in the will of John T. Hampton: 

“Item Five: I lend unto my son Nathaniel Pierce Hampton the farm 
whereon he now lives, lying at the north end of Churches Island, also 
Piney Island land, and my right in Cedar Island, and also my right in 
the marshes, all of the above named lands and marshes I lend at my 
death, and also lend all of my lands at the death of my wife, Nancy, 
and I also give all of my tools to N. P. Hampton for hfe. 
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“Ttem Six: I give unto the lawful heirs of my son Nathaniel Pierce 
Hampton all of the lands and chattel property that belongs to me at the 
death of me and my wife, Nancy, and if my son should die without a 
bodily heir, then my property to go back into the Hampton family.” 

The case states that the wife of the testator has been dead for a 
number of years; that the plaintiff has one daughter, his only child, who 
married the defendant, R. A. Griggs; that plaintiff’s daughter is still 
living, and is now the mother of three children, all living. 

Plaintiff contends that under the foregoing provisions of his father’s 
will, he holds a fee-simple title to the lands sought to be conveyed; while 
the defendant contends that under said provisions the plaintiff took only 
a life estate in the property so devised. The merits of these respective 
contentions depend upon the applicability or nonappheability of the rule 
in Shelley’s case. 

Whatever reasons, pro and con, may have been advanced originally in 
support of the wisdom or impolicy of following the rule in Shelley’s case, 
so far as the courts of North Carolina are concerned, this is no longer 
an open question. Starnes v. Hill, 112 N. C., 1. Much has been said 
in support of its adoption, and something in criticism; but, with us, it 
is a rule of property as well as a rule of law, and we must observe it 
wherever the facts call for its application. The Legislature alone may 
change it if it is thought to be unsuited to the needs of our day or to 
the industrial life of our times. It is one of the ancient landmarks, 
which the fathers have set in the law, as it relates to the subject of real 
property, and we should be slow to remove it. Proy., 22:28. 

The rule itself is simple enough; but, in applying it to the variant 
facts of numerous cases, seemingly with some lack of uniformity, it has 
become a subject of much perplexity. This may be due, in a measure, 
to a want of appreciation of the full meaning and significance of some 
of the terms employed. When it is said “the word heirs is a word of 
limitation of the estate, and not a word of purchase,” within the meaning 
of the rule in Shelley’s case, it is to be understood that the word “limi- 
tation” is used in the sense of marking out the bounds or describing the 
extent or quality of the estate conveyed to the ancestor or to the first 
taker; and the word “purchase” 1s to be understood as referring to an 
estate acquired in such a manner as to take it out of the ordinary course 
of descent, or as designating certain persons to take the estate who are 
themselves to become the root of a new inheritance or the stock of a new 
descent. As thus understood and construed, Lord Coke’s definition of 
the rule would be substantially as follows: 

When an ancestor, by any gift or conveyance, taketh an estate of free- 
hold, and in the same gift or conveyance an estate is limited, either 
mediately or immediately, to his heirs in fee or in tail, the word “heirs” 
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is a word marking out the bounds or describing the extent or quality of 
the estate conveyed to the ancestor, and not a word designating the 
persons who are to take the estate, other than by descent and as the 
beginners of a new inheritance. 

It is generally held that, as prerequisites to the application of the 
rule, there must be, in the first instance, an estate of freehold in the 
ancestor or the first taker; and (2) the ancestor must acquire this prior 
estate by, through, or in consequence of the same instrument which 
contains the hmitation to his heirs; (3) the words “heirs” or “heirs of 
the body” must be used in their technical sense as importing a class of 
persons to take indefinitely in succession, from generaticn to generation, 
in the course marked out by the canons of descent; “4) the interest 
acquired by the ancestor and that limited to his heirs must be of the 
same character or quality; that 1s to say, both must be legal, or both 
must be equitable, else the two would not coalesce; and (5) the limita- 
tion to the heirs must be of an inheritance, in fee or in tail, and this 
must be made by way of remainder. See note, 29 L. R. A. (N. S.), 
963; 24 R. C. L., 887. 

It is further conceded by practically all the authorities that the rule 
in question is one of law and not one of construction, and that at times 
it overrides even the expressed intention of the grantor, or that of the 
testator, as the case may be. But when this is said, it should be under- 
stood as meaning that only the particular intent is sacrificed to the 
general or paramount intent. It is not the estate which the ancestor 
takes that is to be considered so much as it is the estate intended to be 
given to the heirs. As said in Baker v. Scott, 62 Ill, 88: “It has 
frequently been adjudged that though an estate be devised to a man 
for his life, or for his life et non aliter, or with any other restrictive 
expressions, yet if there be afterward added apt and proper words to 
create an estate of inheritance in his heirs or the heirs of his body, the 
extensive force of the latter words should overbalance the strictness of the 
former, and make him tenant in tail or in fee. The true question of in- 
tent would turn not upon the quantity of-estate intended to be given to the 
ancestor, but upon the nature of the estate intended to be given to the 
heirs of his body.” The first question, then, to be decided is whether the 
words “heirs” or “heirs of the body” are used in their technical sense; 
and this is a preliminary question to be determined, in tke first instance, 
under the ordinary principles of construction without regard to the rule 
in Shelley's case. Not until this has been ascertained by first viewing 
the instrument from its four corners (Triplett v. Williams, 149 N. C., 
394), and determining whether the heirs take as descendants or pur- 
chasers, can it be known in a given case whether the facts presented call 
for an application of the rule. “In determining whetaer the rule in 
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Shelley's case shall apply, it is not material to inquire what the intention 
of the testator was as to the quantity of estate that should vest in the 
first taker. The material inquiry is, What is taken under the second 
devise? If those who take under the second devise take the same estate 
that they would take as heirs or as heirs of his body, the rule apphes” ; 
otherwise not. Crockett v. Robinson, 46 N. H., 454. The meaning or 
sense in which the words “heirs” or “heirs of the body” are employed, 
whether technical or other, 1s denominated the general or paramount 
intent, and this is to be the controlling factor. As against this dominant 
purpose the lesser or particular intent must give way; for having once 
determined that the second devise was intended to be given to the heirs 
of the first taker gua heirs, or in the strict and technical sense of heirs, 
the rule is inexorable. Hence, it appears that the effect of the rule is 
not to thwart, but to effectuate, the main intention and purpose of the 
grantor or donor. Yarnell’s Appeal, 70 Pa. St., 335. See, also, the 
clear and instructive opinion by Jontgomery, J., in Nichols v. Gladden, 
117 N. C., 497. 

Thus, in Vobles v. Nobles, 177 N. C., 243, it was held that a devise in 
a mother’s will “to my son, Osborne C. Nobles, the home and buildings 
and one-half the land for his lifetime, and then to his legal representa- 
tives” conferred upon the devisee a fee-simple estate in the property 
under the rule in Shelley’s case. Here, 1t will be observed, in searching 
for the dominant purpose and intent of the testator, the words “legal 
representatives’ were held to be equivalent to or synonymous with 
“heirs” or “heirs of the body,” giving rise to the application of the rule. 
In Lord Coke’s definition, the word “heirs” is used, but it is generally 
held that equivalent expressions will suffice where it is patent from the 
context that such expressions were evidently intended to be used in the 
sense of heirs. Conversely, where the words “heirs” or “heirs of the 
body” are not used in a technical sense, the rule does not apply. 

Again, in the case of T'yson v. Sinclair, 1388 N. C., 24, there was a 
devise to Thomas B. Tyson “during the term of his natural life, then to 
the lawful heirs of his body, in fee simple, on failing of such lawful 
heirs of his body, then to his right heirs in fee,” which was held to 
be a proper case for the application of the rule, as the limitation 
over to the right heirs did not change the course of descent, but showed 
that the words “lawful heirs of his body” were used in their technical 
meaning. ‘T'o like effect, among others, 1s the case of fadford v. Rose, 
178 N. C., 288. 

The foregoing decisions are representative of those cases which may 
be said to be in the twilight zone, and in which the rule has been held to 
be applicable; but there is another line of cases, of seeming simuarity 
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and likeness to those above, in which the rule has been held to be non- 
applicable, and this has given rise to some difficulty in differentiating 
the two classes of cases, 

In Puckett v. Morgan, 158 N. C., 344, the following devise was held 
to be outside the operation of the rule in Shelley’s case: “I leave to 
Martha Morgan, the wife of James Morgan, 48% acres of land, known 
as the Rachel tract, on the east side, during her life, then to her bodily 
heirs, 1f any; but if she have none, back to her brothers and sisters.” 
Here, it will be observed, the ulterior devise, upon the happening of the 
given contingency, provided that the estate should be taken out of the 
first line of descent and then put back into the same line, in a restricted 
manner, by giving it to some, but not to all, of those who presumptively 
would have shared in the estate as being potentially «mong the heirs 
general of the first taker. Looking at the instrument from its four 
corners, and using this provision, among others, as one of the guides for 
ascertaining the paramount intent or the dominant purpose of the 
testator, it was held that the words “then to her bodily heirs, if any,” 
were not used in their technical sense as importing a cless of persons to 
take indefinitely in succession, generation after generation, but as mean- 
ing issue or children living at her death. Note this ulterior limitation 
did not undertake to substitute the root of a new and independent in- 
heritanece, under the contingency stated, for that of the first stock, as 
was the case in Morrisett v. Stevens, 186 N. C., 160. This distinction 
was clearly pointed out by Hoke, J., in Jones v. Whichard, 163 N. C., 
241, from which we copy without quoting literally: In JJorrisett’s case 
the ulterior disposition of the property was not, and was not intended as, 
a limitation on the estate conveyed to the first taker, but was a provision 
whereby one stock of inheritance, on a certain contingency, was substi- 
tuted for another, the second to hold as purchaser direct from the grantor 
or original owner. Sessoms v. Sessoms, 144 N.C., 121. 

The decisions rendered in Puckett v. Morgan, supra, supported, among 
other eases, by Rollins v. Keel, 115 N. C., 68, was followed in Jones v. 
Whichard, 163 N. C., 241; Pugh v. Allen, 179 N. C., 807; Blackledge 
v. Simmons, 180 N. C., 5385; Wallace v. Wallace, 181 N. C., 158, and 
Reid v. Neal, 182 N. C., 192. 

In Pugh v. Allen, supra, p. 309, Mr. Justice Hoke, speaking of the 
line of demarcation which separates these two classes of cases, said: 
“Applying the principle, it has been held in several of our decisions con- 
struing deeds of similar import that in case of a limitation over on the 
death of a grantee or first taker without heir or heirs, ard the second or 
ultimate taker is presumptively or potentially one of the heirs general 
of the first, the term ‘dying without heir or heirs’ on the part of the 
grantee will be construed to mean, not his heirs general, but his issue 
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in the sense of children and grandchildren, etc., living at his death,” 
citing Sain v. Baker, 128 N. C., 256; Francks v. Whitaker, 116 N. C., 
518, and Rollins v. Keel, 115 N. C., 68. 

Applying the above principles to the case at bar, we think it is clear 
that the words “lawful heirs of my son,” appearing in item six of the 
will, were not used in their technical sense, but in the sense of issue or 
children, and that the plaintiff took only a life estate in the property 
with remainder to his children and grandchildren living at his death, in 
default of which, it 1s provided that the property shall go back into the 
Hampton family. Members of the Hampton family, of course, are 
potentially among the heirs general of the first taker, but they are not 
all, and this ulterior limitation would exclude others among his heirs 
who were not of the blood of the original stock. Hence, under this 
construction of the dominent intent of John T. Hampton, the testator, 
as expressed in his will, we think the rule in Shelley’s case is non- 
applicable. 

The word “lend” in the will before us was manifestly intended to be 
used in the sense of give or devise. Cohoon v. Upton, 174 N. C., 88. 

Reversed. 





GEORGE J. LACEY v. IDEAL HOSIERY COMPANY. 
(Filed 18 September, 1922.) 


1. Employer and Employee—Master and Servant—Duty of Employer— 
Safe Appliances—Negligence—Evidence. 


The plaintiff was employed in the defendant’s knitting mill, among other 
things, to place stockings, after they had been dyed, into a basket or 
receptacle for drying, and which he was to revolve for that purpose, at 
great speed, with power-driven machinery; that there was an opening 
in this basket through which the ends or parts of the stocking would fly 
from the revolving basket, importing menace to the operator, and which 
was closed in more improved devices of this sort, and which, in the 
present case, could have been closed at small expense without diminishing 
the usefulness of the basket; that while operating the machine the plain- 
tiffs arm was caught by the flying ends of the stockings and thus drawn 
into the machinery and severely injured: Held, sufficient to take the case 
to the jury upon the issue of the defendant's actionable negligence in 
proximately causing the plaintiff’s injury by its failure to exercise reason- 
able care in the selection of the appliance with which the plaintiff was 
required to work. 


2, Same—Rule of the Prudent Man—Appliances Known and Approved— 
Unnecessary Dangers. 

The duty of an employer to furnish an employee, in the observance of 

ordinary care in the selection of power-driven appliances at which the 
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employee is required to work in the performance of his duties, is not 
fully met when he furnishes like appliances to those kncwn and approved 
and in general use in plants of the same character, for it is also required 
of him, under the rule of the prudent man, not to subject his employee to 
obvious and unnecessary dangers, which could be readily removed without 
destroying or seriously impairing the efficacy of the implement, and of 
which he knew, or should have known under the circumstances, in the 
exercise of ordinary care, 


AppEAL by defendant from Daniels, J., at February Term, 1922, of 
PASQUOTANK. 

The action is instituted by plaintiff, an employee of defendant com- 
pany, to recover damages for physical injuries caused by the alleged 
negligence of defendant company in failing to provide a proper machine 
with which to do plaintiff’s work, and in negligent failure to keep said 
machine in proper repair. There was denial of liability by defendant 
company, and plea of contributory neghgence on part of plaintiff. On 
issues submitted there was verdict for plaintiff, assessing damages. 
Judgment, and defendant excepted and appealed. 


W. iL. Small and Meekins & MeMullan for plaintiff. 
Thompson & Wilson and Aydlett d& Simpson for defendant. 


Hoxe, J. The evidence on the part of the defendant tended to show 
that in July, 1919, he was employed by defendant company in its hosiery 
mill, his duties being to fire the boiler, to dye stockings and operate a 
hydro-extractor, a machine designed as its terms import, to wring the 
water from the stockings as they were taken from the dyeing vat situated 
near, That this machine, driven by a belt and pulley connected with 
the motive power, consists of a perforated metallic baskct about 24 inches 
in diameter, revolving on a spindle or shaft running through, and which 
worked in a bearing ahead: and this basket was set in an iron casing 
in which it revolved, and had a rim or flange of three or four inches at 
the top, but leaving an opening from which the stockings would not 
infrequently fly out when the basket was+in rapid motion. That the 
machine was started by the operator giving the basket a “twirl” and 
letting on the power gradually till a speed of sixteen or seventeen 
hundred revolutions a minute was attained. That it was a part of 
plaintiff’s duties to carry the stockings from the dye vat and pack them 
in this basket, start the machine and let on the power. That owing to 
the opening at the top of this basket, the stockings, as stated, would 
frequently fly out, and with such force as to threaten serious injury to 
the operator, or any one standing very near the machine. That on the 
oceasion im question plaintiff had packed the basket wit. the wet stock- 
ings and let on the power, standing in the proper position for the pur- 
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pose when some of the wet stockings were thrown partly out of the 
opening in the top of the machine, one end being fastened therein, and 
the other caught witness around the wrist, dragged his arm into the 
basket, around the shafting, broke the bones of the arm in several places, 
taking off all the flesh. Witness stopped the machine with the left hand, 
when it was found that there were ‘stockings around plaintiff’s right 
wrist and other end being around the spindle, the arm broken and 
lacerated so that it had to be amputated. 

There was further evidence for plaintiff to the effect that these baskets 
for the past five or six years had not been made with an opening, but 
were closed over with a steel or heavy tin covering, which afforded full 
protection to the operator, and that in the older machines like this a 
covering could be affixed at a very small cost and without at all impair- 
ing its efficiency or usefulness. Plaintiff testified further that in this 
particular machine, now antiquated, the bearings on which the spindle 
or shaft worked were old and worn, causing the basket to “jerk and 
wobble,” thereby increasing the liability of injury by stockings flying 
out of the same; that plaintiff had called this to the attention of his 
supervising foreman, who had said he would have it fixed; that the 
machine was properly packed on this occasion, and with proper weight 
of stockings according to plaintiff’s best judgment, the only guide given 
him to determine it. 

There was testimony for defendant to the effect that while these recent 
machines had the covering referred to, those without such covering were 
also very much used, and there was no probability of injury therefrom 
when properly packed and operated. There was evidence, also, that this 
plaintiff had been in the habit of putting his hand in or over the opening 
in the basket when the same was in motion, and had been cautioned 
about it by his boss a half dozen or more times; and further, he had 
been very carefully trained and instructed as to the proper packing of 
the basket, and when these instructions were followed there was no 
reasonable probability of harm. That after the occurrence, the machine 
was examined and found to be overloaded and improperly packed, ete. 

In a full and well considered charge these opposing positions were 
submitted to the jury, who have, as stated, rendered their verdict in 
plaintiff’s favor, assessing his damages at $7,131.66, and we can find no 
valid reason for disturbing the result. The only objection seriously 
insisted on by appellant is to a portion of the charge, in which the 
learned judge instructed the jury, in effect, that though the machine in 
question here was one “approved and in general use, yet if in the practi- 
eal operation it had been disclosed that there was menace of serious 
injury to employees engaged in running the same, which could have been 
readily removed, and without impairing its efficiency, and this was 
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known to the employer or should have been discovered by him in the 
exercise of reasonable care, a failure to remedy such a defect might 
constitute a breach of the dominant duty incumbent on the employer in 
the exercise of reasonable care to supply the employee with machinery 
that was reasonably safe and suitable for the work in which he was 
engaged.” And if the jury were satisfied by the greater weight of the 
evidence that in the present instance there was such breach of duty, and 
the same was the proximate cause of plaintiff’s injury, they would 
answer the issue as to defendant’s negligence “Yes.” 

The principle here laid down by his Honor was carefully considered 
and upheld by this Court in Aznsley v. Lumber Co., 165 N. C., 122, and 
the position has been repeatedly approved in our decisions on the sub- 
ject. Sutton v. Melton, 183 N. C., 369; Cook v. Mfg. Co., 182 N. C.,, 
205-206; Taylor v. Lumber Co., 173 N. C., 112; Dunn v. Lumber Co., 
172 N. C., 122. 

In Ainsley’s case, supra, the intestate of plaintiff had been killed while 
operating a lathing machine as employee of defendant, and there was 
evidence to the effect that the machine was one known, approved, and 
in general use, and there was evidence to the effect further that the 
machine in question consisted chiefly of two circular saws, which in their 
operation not infrequently projected pieces of lumber with great force 
towards the operator, thereby putting him in serious denger, and that 
without impairing the efficiency of the machine and at comparatively 
small cost, by annexing to the machine a small iron shield four or five 
inches wide, complete protection would have been afforded, and it was 
held that the full measure of an employer’s duty was not always or 
necessarily met by supplying a machine that was known, approved, and 
in general use. 

And the Court, in its opinion, said: “Speaking, then, further to this 
rule that an employer must furnish implements, etc., which are known, 
approved, and in general use, a fuller statement of the requirement is 
that where machinery is more or less complicated, and especially when 
driven by mechanical power, there must be supplied for employees 
machinery, implements, and appliances which are ‘known, approved, 
and in general use by prudent and skillful employers, and in well regu- 
lated concerns.’ From this we think it follows that an employer is not 
protected, as a conclusion of law, because he is operating a machine 
which is ‘known, approved, and in general use,’ but, although such a 
machine or appliance may have been procured, if its practical operation 
should disclose that employees are thereby subjected, not to the ordinary 
risks and dangers incident to their employment, but to obvious and 
unnecessary dangers which could be readily removed without destroying 
or seriously injuring the efficiency of the implement, such conditions, if 
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known, or if allowed to continue, might permit the inference of culpable 
negligence against the employer; that he had not, in the particular 
instance, measured up to the standard of care imposed upon him by the 
law; a position upheld by many authoritative cases and by text-writers 
of approved excellence.” 

And in Cook’s case, supra, the opinion by the Chief Justice, it was 
held, among other things: “It is not alone sufficient that the master has 
furnished his servant such machinery, tools, and appliances as are 
usually furnished for doing the work under dangerous conditions similar 
to those in which the servant is required to work, that are known, 
approved, and in general use, but he must further take such precautions 
for his servant’s safety as an ordinarily prudent person charged with a 
like duty should and ought to have foreseen were necessary and proper 
under the circumstances.” 

The charge of his Honor, therefore, is in full accord with our rulings 
on the subject, and the judgment for plaintiff must be affirmed. 

No error. 





THOMAS F. BENBURY et At. v. E. BUTTS. 
(Filed 18 September, 1922.) 


Estates—Wills—Devise—Tenants in Common—Deeds and Conveyances. 


An estate devised to the step-daughter of the testator “to her and to 
her children and children’s children,’ possession to be given after the 
death of the testator and his wife, the testator and his wife being dead, 
leaving the devisee alive with two living children without children: Held, 
the title to the estate vested in the step-daughter and her two children, as 
tenants in common, and the deed of the daughter and her husband was 
alone insufficient to convey a full and complete title to the lands. 


AppgeaL by plaintiffs from Bond, J., at Spring Term, 1922, of 
CHOWAN. 

Controversy without action, submitted on an agreed statement of facts. 

Plaintiffs, being under contract to convey certain lands to the defend- 
ant, executed and tendered a deed therefor, and demanded payment of 
the purchase price, as agreed. The defendant declined to accept the 
deed and refused to make payment, claiming that the title offered was 
defective. 

His Honor, being of opinion that the deed tendered was insufficient to 
convey a full and complete fee-simple title to the lands in question, 
gave judgment for the defendant; whereupon the plaintiffs excepted and 


appealed. 
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Vann & Holland for plaintiffs. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Stacy, J. On the facts agreed, the title offered was properly made 
to depend upon the construction of the following clause in the will of 
Noah Bess: 

“T give and bequeath to Dora Benbury, my wife’s daughter, the house 
and lot (if there is a house on it) where I lived before it was burned 
down, situated on east end of Church Street, in the town of Edenton, 
N. C., to her and her children, and to their children’s children, measur- 
ing 160 feet deep and 30 feet wide, also all my household furniture, 
possession to be given after the death of myself and wife, Ellen.” 

The case states that Ellen Bess is dead; that Dora Benbury had two 
children, and no grandchildren or great grandchildren, living at the 
time of the testator’s death; and that said children are still living. 

We think it is clear that under the foregoing devise the title to the 
lot in question vested in Dora Benbury and her two children, living at 
the time, as tenants in common. Cole v. Thornton, 180 N. C., 90; 
Cullens v. Cullens, 161 N. C., 344; Condor v. Secrest, 149 N. C., 205. 

The children being entitled to share with their mother in the estate 
devised, it follows that the deed of Dora Benbury and her husband—the 
two children not joining—was insufficient to convey a full and complete 
fee-simple title to the property described in the complaint. 

Affirmed. 





W. C. SAMPLE vy. T. N. GRAY. 
(Filed 13 September, 1922.) 


Contracts, Written—Warranty—Parol Evidence—Receipts. 


Damages for breach of warranty on sale of cattle, as to number and 
disposition resting in parol, are recoverable in the warrantee’s action, and 
a receipt for the purchase price thereof, in the ordinary form, not pur- 
porting to contain the full contract between the parties, does not exclude 
the admission of parol evidence of the warranty by its failure to contain 
the same. 


ApprEaL by defendant from Bond, J., at April Term, 1922, of Cnowayn. 
The action is to recover damages for breach of warranty by defendant 
in the sale of a herd of cattle of said defendant, which were at the time 
running in the range in Alligator Township, Tyrrell County. There 
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were also allegations in the complaint that said warranty was false and 
fraudulent on the part of defendant. There was denial of liability by 
defendant, and on issues submitted the jury rendered the following 
verdict : 

“1, Did the defendant warrant that the cattle sold to plaintiff num- 
bered 62 head or more, and that they were gentle and easy to control, 
as alleged in the complaint? Answer: ‘Yes,’ 

“2. Was said warranty false and untrue, as alleged in the complaint ? 
Answer : ‘Yes.’ 

“3. Did the defendant falsely and fraudulently represent to plaintiff 
that said cattle numbered 62 head or more, and that they were gentle 
and easy to control, as alleged in the complaint? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“4. What damages is plaintiff entitled to recover? Answer: ‘$500.’ ” 

Judgment on the verdict for the sum awarded and costs, and defendant 
excepted and appealed. 


Meekins & McMullan for piaintiff. 
W. L. Whitley for defendant. 


Hoxer, J. Accepting plaintiff’s version of the transaction, the jury 
have established liability of defendant for breach of contract of war- 
ranty that was false and fraudulent, assessing the damage. There is 
ample evidence to support the verdict, and we find no exception noted 
that wotld justify the Court in disturbing the results of the trial. 

It is objected chiefly for appellant that the contract was in writing, 
and that same not containing any warranty, the claim of a warranty 
and the testimony offered to support it 1s not available to plaintiff, but 
the evidence of plaintiff is to the effect that the contract of sale, includ- 
ing the warranty, was in parol, and that the alleged written agreement 
was nothing more than a receipt for the purchase price of the cattle 
after the trade was made, and this, as stated, the Jury have accepted 
as true, 

And the evidence offered by defendant on this question does not seem 
to support his position. According to the testimony of his witness, 
Sheriff Cohoon, the alleged written contract was in terms as follows: 
“Received of W. C. Sample the sum of $1,200 in full payment for all 
my cattle in Great Neck, Tyrrell County. (Signed) T. N. Gray.” 

This, as a matter of form, might well be construed as a mere receipt 
for the purchase price. It does not purport to embody the entire terms 
of the agreement, and there is nothing in it that necessarily shuts off 
parol evidence as to further terms of the sale. It 1s only where the 
written contract in terms or from its nature embodies the entire agree- 
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ment that parol evidence of additional terms are necessarily excluded. 
Faust v. Rohr, 167 N. C., 360; Kernodle v. Williams, 153 N. C., 475; 
Braswell v. Pope, 82 N. C., 57, 

We find no error in the record, and the judgment for plaintiff is 
affirmed. 

No error. 





E. COPPERSMITH vy. NORFOLK SOUTHERN RAILROAD COMPANY. 
(Filed 18 September, 1922.) 


1. Carriers of Freight—Railroads—Damages., 


Where a railroad company has received for shipment a lot of “log 
chains,” and has negligently failed to deliver a part of them, and the 
consignee is under contract with third parties to do certain work for 
the consignor with them, and had promised the latter to return them, or 
their value if lost, after the work had been done: Held, the carrier is 
responsible in damages to the consignee for the Joss of the chains. 


2. Same — Negligence—Consequential Damages—Notice-—Instructions— 
Special Circumstances. 


Where the railroad company is liable in damages for such consignee’s 
loss caused by its negligence, and the consignee also sues for consequential 
damages arising from an additional expense or a particular loss caused 
by being able to use only a part of the shipment of “log chains,” in 
performing his contract with the third parties, it is reversible error for 
the trial judge to submit only one issue as to damages. and charge the 
jury, in effect, that the carrier would be liable for the consequential 
damages, if sustained by the plaintiff and caused by the carrier’s negli- 
gence without more. 


3. Carriers of Goods—Railroads—Negligence—Contracts—Special Dam- 
ages—Burden of Proof. 


Where the consignee sues the railroad company for the value of certain 
“log chains” lost by the negligence of the defendant, and as consequential 
or additional damages, for the extra cost of performing a contract he 
had made with others, as resulting from this loss, it is required that the 
plaintiff show that the defendant had express notice of the particular use 
for which the chains were required; or notice implied from the nature 
of the shipment or the circumstances indicating their use, which does not 
appear under the facts of this case. 


AppEaL by defendant from Lyon, J., at May Special Term, 1922, of 
PasQuoTank. 

This action was brought to recover the value of thirteen “log chains” 
shipped by J. A. Reynolds & Brothers from Norfolk, Va., over the 
defendant’s line of railway, to plaintiff at Elizabeth City, N. C. Nine 
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teen of the log chains were delivered to plaintiff at Elizabeth City, but 
the defendant failed to deliver the other thirteen chains, and for them 
the suit was brought. 

Plaintiff alleged, and there was evidence to show, that in consequence 
of the failure to deliver the thirteen chains, he had to pay 25 cents more 
for each piling on the contract he had with others for hauling and raft- 
ing the pilings, there being 400 and odd of such pilings. Plaintiff was 
conducting a logging operation in Pasquotank County, shipping the 
logs, when rafted, to Reynolds Bros., Norfolk, Virginia, the purchasers 
thereof, who furnished the gear for rafting the logs. This gear was 
shipped only when needed, and when so shipped was charged to plaintiff, 
who, in turn, was given credit for such gear as was returned—this being 
the custom in such operations. In August, 1920, Reynolds Bros. shipped 
to plaintiff a certain lot of gear, including 32 log chains of the value 
of $15 each. The plaintiff, upon inquiry, having been informed that 
the gear was at defendant’s station in Elizabeth City, went to said 
station in a truck for the purpose of receiving said gear. At this time 
there was delivered to plaintiff 19 of the log chains aforesaid, together 
with certain other gear, composing the shipment—leaving 13 log chains, 
presumably, at the station, which plaintiff was unable to take away at 
that time. The gear was delivered to plaintiff by a colored man, and 
plaintiff was required to sign a receipt calling for 32 log chains. On 
the next day a son of one of the plaintiffs was sent back for the other 
13 chains, and was told at the station by the colored man to go out to 
the pile of gear and get 13 chains; that the sun was so hot that he was 
not going to bother with it; and the boy need not look particularly for 
the chains, if any, marked to plaintiffs, but he could take the first 13 
log chains he found—“that chains were chains.” The boy thereupon 
selected 18 log chains and carried them home, where it was discovered 
that they were marked, not to plaintiffs, but to one D. P. White, to 
whom they belonged, and who, on the same day, called at plaintiff’s 
place of business for the chains and took the same away. One of the 
plaintiffs then returned to defendant’s station and reported the occur- 
rence to Mr. Johnson, defendant’s agent, who told the plaintiff that they 
would make the loss good. The loss was never made good, and plaintiffs 
were compelled to pay to Reynolds Bros. $195, representing the value of 
the 13 log chains not returned. In the meantime, by reason of the 
nondelivery of the chains, the plaintiffs were put to an additional 
expense, representing an additional cost of 25 cents each in rafting the 
logs, 

The court charged the jury that if defendant negligently failed to 
deliver the chains, and plaintiff was compelled to pay Reynolds Bros. 
for them, he would be entitled to recover the fair and reasonable value 
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of the chains, and if the plaintiff was compelled to pay an additional 
amount, in addition to that fixed by plaintiff’s contract with the person 
who was hauling the rafting for him, he would be entitled to recover 
that amount; but, 1f the jury did not so find, he could not recover the 
additional amount. 

It appeared in the evidence that the chains were sent by Reynolds 
Bros. to plaintiff for rafting the piles, or logs, which were to be sent 
to Reynolds Bros. at Norfolk, and when this was done, the chains were 
to be returned to Reynolds Bros., the plaintiff to be charged by them 
with the value of those not sent back to Reynolds Bros. 

The jury returned the following verdict: 

“Ts the defendant indebted to the plaintiff, and if so, in what amount? 
Answer: ‘Yes, $297.75. ” 

Judgment was entered upon the verdict, and defendant appealed. 


J.B. Legh and Meekins & McMullan for plaintcff. 
Thompson & Wilson for defendant. 


Wacker, J. We do not see any objection to the charge of the court 
as to the right of the plaintiff to recover the value of the chains not 
delivered by the defendant, though there does appear to be exceptions 
to rulings upon some questions of evidence, which it is not necessary 
to state more definitely and consider, as they may not oecur at the next 
trial, and it is not necessary to do so, for there is a serious error as to 
the measure of damages, for which a new trial will be granted, which 
will cover the entire case as submitted to the jury, there being but one 
issue, and one answer, and one indivisible amount awarded for all 
damages, thereby covering both questions in the case, 

There was substantial error in the instruction as to the consequential 
damages, that 1s, those amsing by reason of the additional amount paid 
by the plaintiff on his contract for piling and rafting. There was 
nothing in the case to show that the defendant had been notified that 
plaintiff had a contract for piling and rafting with another, which would 
require the immediate, or even early, use of the chains. They were 
sent to him by Reynolds & Bros. for a particular purpose, which was 
not disclosed to the defendant at the time of the shipment, nor do we 
think there was anything in the eircumstances, or the nature of the 
goods, to put them on notice of the plaintifi’s contract with another for 
piling and rafting. But if there had been evidence that defendant knew, 
or should have known, that its negligent failure to ship and deliver the 
chains in due time to the plaintiff would cause the damage now claimed, 
the court should have submitted the question to the jury, so that they 
eould find the facts, and not decide the question of liability for them 
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upon the mere evidence that the plaintiff was compelled to pay the addi- 
tional amount. It was not solely a question of law, but one of fact and 
law. And, besides, there was nothing in the nature of the shipment, the 
character or name of the consignee, the manner of shipment or the 
destination, from which the law would impute notice to the defendant 
that the plaintiff was at that time engaged in logging operations, which 
required the immediate use of the material, or that any special damages 
would be suffered. It was as reasonable to infer that the chains had 
already been used and were being returned to the plaintiff as that they 
were to be used for the benefit of Reynolds Bros. in rafting logs. 

The case falls within the principle stated by us in Development Ce. 
v. R. R., 147 N. C., 503, where it is said, at pp. 507 and 508: “Damages 
of the kind claimed in this action, 2. e., consequential damages, are only 
recoverable when they are the natural and probable consequence of the 
carrier’s default. Hale on Damages, 256. And ordinarily such dam- 
ages are only considered natural and probable when they may be reason- 
ably supposed to have been in contemplation of the parties at the time 
the contract was made. Wood’s Mayne on Damages, 18.” And again, 
if the plaintiff seeks to recover more than is allowable under the general 
rule as to shipments of goods and failure of the carrier -to deliver, that 
is, “other and additional damages by reason of special circumstances, a 
knowledge of these circumstances must be brought home to the other 
party.” 

It was held in Tillinghast v. Cotton Mulls, 143 N. C., 274, that 
“Tf the plaintiff seeks to recover different and additional damages 
arising by reason of special circumstances, he is required to show that 
defendant had knowledge of these circumstances and of a kind from 
which it could be fairly and reasonably inferred that the parties con- 
templated that they should be considered as affecting the question of 
damages.” Matthews v. Express Co., 188 Mass., 55; Railway v. Rags- 
dale, 46 Miss., 458; Horne v. Railroad, L. &. C., pp. 71, 72, and 583. 
See, also, Mfg. Co. v. R. R., 149 N. C., 261; Lee v. KR. #., 186 N. C., 538; 
O.R.I. & P. Railroad Co, v. Newhouse Mill & L. Co., 119 S. W., 646; 
Til. Cent. Railroad Co. v. Canning Co., 116 8. W., 755; Williams v. 
A. O. L. Rwy. Co., 56 Fla., 735, which cases seem to be very much in 
point. 

There was no evidence in this case that if the chains were not delivered 
the plaintiff would be put to extra expense in performing his contract 
with some other party, nor was the character of that contract disclosed 
beforehand to defendant. The case is not governed by the authorities 
cited by the plaintiff. It does not present the same kind of facts. It 
may be that the plaintiff may hereafter supply the testimony which is 
now lacking. 
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While we send the case back for another trial, it may be proper to 
state that there now appears to be some evidence, if accepted as true, by 
which the plaintiff may show such an interest in the chains as will enable 
him to maintain this action and recover some damages for the negligence 
of the carrier if finally established. 

New trial. 





DR. W. A. PETERS et au. v. PASQUOTANK HIGHWAY COMMISSION. 
(Filed 18 September, 1922.) 


1. Injunction—-Evidence—Highways—Discretion of Cominissioners. 
The exercise of a sound discretion by a county highway commission is 
a legislative power delegated to it, with which the couzts will not inter- 
fere by injunction or otherwise upon the mere allegation that the commis- 
sioners were acting for the private benefit of some of them, and not in 
the public interest, without evidence or proof thereof. 
2. Appeal and Error—Injunction—Evidence——Review. 


On appeal from an order of the judge of the Superior Court dissolving 
an injunction, the Supreme Court may review the evidence thereon. 


AppraL by plaintiffs from Bond, J., at chambers in Elizabeth City, 
28 July, 1922, dissolving the restraining order theretofore granted. 
From Pasquotank. 


C. R. Pugh and Aydlett & Simpson for plaintiffs. 
J.B. Leigh, A. D. MacLean, and Meekins & McMullan for defendants. 


Cuark, C.J. This is an action for a permanent injwaction instituted 
by certain residents and taxpayers of Pasquotank against the highway 
commission of that county to enjoin them from hard-surfacing the road 
from Blackhead Signpost through the Foreman stockyard to Bundy’s 
gate. Upon allegations and affidavits that the old route was for the 
general good of Mt. Hermon Township, and that the new route is for 
the special benefit of two members of the highway commission (which 
was denied), a temporary restraining order was granted, returnable 
28 July, and at the hearing it was dissolved. 

Without going into the matter in detail, we think that the refusal to 
continue the temporary restraining order was proper. 

In Brodnax v. Groom, 64 N. C., 244, Pearson, C. J., said, in denying 
an injunction as to the location of a bridge: “This Court is not capable 
of controlling the exercise of power on the part of the General Assembly, 
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or of the county authorities, and it cannot assume to do so without 
putting itself in antagonism as well to the General Assembly as to the 
county authorities, and erecting a despotism of five men, which is 
opposed to the fundamental principles of our Government and the 
usages of all times past. For the exercise of powers conferred by the 
Constitution, the people must rely upon the honesty of the members of 
the General Assembly and of the persons elected to fill places of trust in 
the several counties. This Court has no power, and is not capable if it 
had the power, of controlling the exercise of power conferred by the 
Constitution, upon the legislative department of the Government, or 
upon the county authorities.” 

In Newton v. School Commattee, 158 N. C., 186, it is said: “In 
numerous and repeated decisions the principle has been announced and 
sustained that courts may not interfere with discretionary powers con- 
ferred on these local administrative boards for the public welfare unless 
their action is so clearly unreasonable as to amount to an oppressive 
and manifest abuse of discretion. In some of the opinions decided 
intimation is given.that insofar as the courts are concerned, the action 
of these administrative boards must stand, unless so arbitrary and 
unreasonable as to indicate malicious or wanton disregard of the rights 
of persons affected. It is undesirable and utterly impracticable for the 
courts to act on any other principle.” 

In Supervisors v. Comrs., 169 N. C., 548, we said: “We find nothing 
in this evidence which justified an injunction upon the ground of fraud 
or misappropriation of funds by the county commissioners. It may or 
may not be that the county commissioners are using the very best judg- 
ment in selecting the roads to be worked in Pactolus Township. The 
road supervisors of the township certainly disagree with them as to that; 
but as has been said in Brodnax v. Groom, supra, and many other cases, 
we are not authorized to supervise such matters. The greatest and most 
infallible of all judges disclaimed jurisdiction in a matter not committed 
to him. In the language of Scripture, Who made us judges over such 
matters? Luke xii, v.14. In this case, as Virgil puts it, “Von nostrum 
tantas componere lites.’ However gratifying it might be to the judiciary 
to be deemed competent, by reason of any supposed superior wisdom, to 
decide and settle controversies over local differences of opinion in admin- 
istering the affairs of a county, the judiciary have no special qualifica- 
tions which make them better fitted than our fellow-citizens who have 
been chosen by the people to administer such matters which are purely 
administrative matters, about which good men may differ, and the deci- 
sion whereof rests with the local officials elected by and responsible to the 
electors of the locality. The courts can only interfere when there is 
such fraud or malversation as calls for an indictment, or such fraud 
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or oppression is attempted as clearly requires that the further action of 
the administrative board shall be stayed to prevent the misappropriation 
of public funds. The courts are not empowered to supervise the action 
of administrative boards because of a difference of opinion as to the 
action taken or contemplated by the officials charged with the duties of 
administration. The restraining order should have been dissolved.” 

Newton v. School Committee, supra, and Supervisors v. Comrs., supra, 
are both cited with approval in Hdwards v. Comrs., 170 N. C., 448, in 
which case, as in this, there was allegation, and nothirg more, that the 
commissioners were acting for private gain, and in which we sustained 
the judge below in the dissolution of a similar restraining order, saying: 
“In the exercise of their powers and in the absence of express legislative 
direction to the contrary, they (the county commissioners) are not to 
be controlled by a vote of the localities affected, either informal or 
otherwise, and whenever it is shown that they have officially dealt with 
a question lawfully submitted to their judgment, their action may not be 
controlled nor interfered with by the court unless it is established that 
there has been a gross and manifest abuse of their discretion, or it is 
clearly made to appear that they have acted, not for the public interest, 
but in promotion of personal or private ends. We were referred, on the 
argument, to Stratford v. Greensboro, 124 N. C., 127, in support of the 
position that, on the present record, the action of the commissioners 
could well be made the subject of judicial scrutiny and control, but in 
that case there was specific allegation with uncontradicted evidence 
tending to show that the action of the city authorities was in pursuance 
of a contract admittedly entered into with the individual defendant, and 
making it, upon all the evidence, entirely probable, if not certain, that 
the measure complained of was in promotion of a personal and private 
scheme, in favor of the individual defendant and not in furtherance of 
the public interests. In that case the allegations were specific and 
definite of issuable facts tending to establish official default, and bear 
very little resemblance to allegations appearing in the present appeal.” 
To the same effect, Davenport v. Board of Education, 183 N. C., 570. 

“Tt is true that when the injunctive relief sought is rot merely ancil- 
lary to the relief demanded, but is itself the principal relief sought, the 
courts will generally continue the injunction to the hearing upon the 
making out of a prima facie case. But this rule does not hold good in 
cases where important public works and improvements are sought to be 
stopped. In such matters, in the interest of the public good, the courts 
will let the facets be found by a jury before interfering by injunction.” 
Jones v. Lassiter, 169 N. C., 750. 

The rule stated above as to denying injunctions against public works 
and administrative boards is absolute, and admits but two exceptions, 
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one allowing an injunction where the undertaking sought to be enjoined 
is unconstitutional and contrary to law, as in Smith v. School Trustees, 
141 N. C., 148, and the other being where the action sought to be 
enjoined is “so arbitrary and unreasonable as to indicate malicious or 
wanton disregard of the rights of the persons affected,” or “when there 
is such fraud or malversation as calls for an indictment, or such fraud 
or oppression is attempted as clearly requires that the further action 
of the administrative board shall be stayed to prevent the misappropria- 
tion of public funds,” as in Stratford v. Greensboro, supra. 

In Cobb v. R. R., 172 N. C., 58, the injunction was sustained upon 
allegation and proof that the action enjoined was an attempt by way of 
condemnation to take private property for a private use under the guise 
of a public use, which the Court said raised a judicial question, and if it 
turned out that the proposed taking was for a private use only, as 
alleged, the right of condemnation would be denied. Further, there was 
plenary evidence to show that the change in location of the road was for 
the private benefit of the defendant railroad company, to permit it to 
blast rock in a manner dangerous to the lives and property of plaintiff 
and his family, and that no public interest was subserved. In this case 
there is no question of condemnation involved, nor any taking of private 
property under false pretenses, nor allegations to that effect, as in Strat- 
ford v. Greensboro, supra, and Cobb v. R. R., supra, while on the other 
hand the public benefit from the road is practically conceded. 

In injunction proceedings we can review the evidence, and on such 
review we think the judgment in this case should be 

Affirmed. 





BESSIE THIGPEN, ADMINISTRATRIX, Vv. EAST CAROLINA RAILWAY. 
(Filed 18 September, 1922.) 


1. Carriers of Goods—Railroads—Bills of Lading—Stipulations. 
The reasonableness of the stipulations of an interstate bill of lading is 
to be determined by the Federal law and decisions. 


2. Same—Contracts. 

The stipulation in an interstate bill of lading that “suits for loss, 
damage, or delay shail be.instituted only within two years and one day 
after delivery (by the carrier) of the property, or, in case of failure to 
make delivery, then within two years and one day after a reasonable time 
for delivery has elapsed,” is upheld as a reasonable one. 
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3. Same—Limitation of Actions—Statutes, 


A reasonable stipulation in a contract of carriage with a railroad com- 
pany for an interstate shipment of goods, as to the time wherein suit may 
be brought for loss or damage, is a part of the contract between the 
parties, and being made without exception, is not suspended by our State 
statute, C. S., 412, providing that “in case a person dies before the expira- 
tion of the time limited for the commencement thereof, and the cause of 
action survives, an action may be commenced by his representative after 
the expiration of that time, and within one year from his death. 


CLARK, C. J., dissenting. 


APPEAL by defendant from Horton, J., at June Term, 1922, of 
EpGECOMBE. 

Civil action to recover damages for loss and failure to deliver a ship- 
ment of goods. 

From a verdict and judgment in favor of plaintiff, the defendant 
appealed. 


O. D. Ingram and Lyn Bond for plaintiff. 
John L. Bridgers for defendant. 


Stacy, J. The shipment in question, consisting of three packages of 
household furniture, was delivered to the Seaboard Air Line Railway 
Company at Franklin, Va., on 18 September, 1919, and consigned to 
plaintiff’s late husband at Hookerton, N. C., the property of said con- 
signee. The same has never been delivered. It was agreed that ten 
days was a reasonable time within which said shipment should have 
reached its destination. Plaintiff’s husband died 27 February, 1921; 
letters of administration were duly issued (time not stated), and this 
suit was instituted 27 December, 1921. There was a clause in the con- 
tract of shipment reading as follows: “Suits for loss, damage, or delay 
shall be instituted only within two years and one day after delivery of 
the property, or, in case of failure to make delivery, then within two 
years and one day after a reasonable time for delivery has elapsed.” 

It is conceded that the present suit was not instituted within the time 
limited in the bill of lading; but plaintiff contends that, by reason of 
the death of her husband within the time limited in the contract, she 
had one year from his death within which to bring suit under the follow- 
ing provisions of C. §., 412: “Ifa person entitled to dring an action 
dies before the expiration of the time limited for the commencement 
thereof, and the cause of action survives, an action may be commenced 
by his representatives after the expiration of that time, and within one 
year from his death.” 

His Honor adopted the plaintiff’s view of the law in respect to this 
statute, and instructed the jury accordingly. 
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There are only two questions presented for our consideration: first, 
the validity of the restrictive clause limiting the time for the institution 
of the suit; and second, whether C. S., 412, extends this time for a period 
of one year after the death of plaintiff’s husband. 

It is established by the clear weight of authority that the parties to a 
contract of shipment may fix a given time, shorter than that allowed by 
the general statute of limitations, within which suit for a breach of the 
contract shall be brought, and, in the absence of any unusual or extraor- 
dinary circumstance, such a stipulation will be enforced, if not unreason- 
able. Gulf, etc., Ry. Co. v. Clarke (Tex.), 24 8. W., 355; Texas & P. 
Ry. Co. v. Hawkins, 30 8. W., 1113; St. Louis, etc., BR. Co. v. Pearce 
(Ark.), 101 S. W., 763; Hafer v. St. Lous, etc., Ry. Co. (Ark.), 142 
S. W., 176; Ingram v. Weir, 166 Fed., 328; The Turrett Crown, 275 
Fed., 961; Cox. v. Cent. Vt. R. Co., 170 Mass., 129; 4 Elliott on Rail- 
roads, sec. 1512; Taft v. R. R., 174 N. C., 211; Phillips v. R, R., 172 
N.C., 86; Hetltg v. Ins. Co., 152 N. C., 858; 4 R. C. L., 798. 

Speaking to a similar question, in Middlesbarger v. Hartford Ins. Co., 
7 Wall., 389, Mr. Justice Field said: “The objection to the condition 
is founded upon the notion that the limitation it prescribes contravenes 
the policy of the statute of limitations. This notion arises from a mis- 
conception of the nature and object of statutes of this character. They 
do not confer any right of action. They are enacted to restrict the 
period within which the right, otherwise unlimited, might be asserted. 
They are founded upon the general experience of mankind that claims 
which are valid are not usually allowed to remain neglected. The lapse 
of years without any attempt to enforce a demand creates, therefore, a 
presumption against its original validity, or that it has ceased to subsist. 
This presumption is made by these statutes a positive bar; and they thus 
become statutes of repose, protecting parties from the prosecution of 
stale claims, when, by loss of evidence from death of some witnesses, and 
the imperfect recollection of others, or the destruction of documents, it 
might be impossible to establish the truth. The policy of these statutes 
is to encourage promptitude in the prosecution of remedies. They 
prescribe what is supposed to be a reasonable period for this purpose, 
but there is nothing in their language or object which inhibits parties 
from stipulating for a shorter period within which to assert their re- 
spective claims.” 

This being an interstate contract of shipment, the reasonableness of 
the stipulation is to be determined by the Federal law. Adams Express 
Co. v. Croninger, 226 U. S., 491. In two cases recently decided the 
United States Supreme Court has upheld the validity of similar provi- 
sions requiring suits to be brought within six months—a much shorter 
time than that mentioned in the present contract. Texas & P. R. Co. v. 
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Leatherwood, 250 U. S., 478, and Missouri K. d T. R. Co. v. Harriman, 
227 U.S., 657. In the last case just cited it was said: “Such limita- 
tions in bills of lading are very customary and have been upheld in a 
multitude of cases,” citing a number of authorities. 

From the foregoing it follows that the stipulation here in question, 
limiting the time within which suit may be brought to two years and a 
day, is reasonable and valid. 

This being a valid contractual limitation in an interstate bill of lading, 
we think it must be held to be outside the purview and operation of 
C. S., 412, which is but an extension of or exception to our general 
statute of limitations. If the stipulation in question be valid as against 
the general law, it would seem to follow, as a necessary corollary, that 
it is equally unaffected by a statute extending that law on condition. 
The rights of the parties flow from the contract. It relieves them from 
the limitations of the general statute, and, as a consequence, from its 
exceptions also. Against both statutes the parties have specifically con- 
tracted. “Only within two years and one day” shall suits be instituted, 
is the provision of the contract. This stipulation is expressly made an 
integral part of the agreement, and it is attached as a condition thereto. 
The time limit having been made, as it 1s, of the essence of the right 
to institute suit, it follows that this right must be exercised before the 
expiration of the time fixed, or else it will ordinarily be lost. Vaught 
v. V. d S. W. R. R., 182 Tenn., 679. See, also, Belch v. BR. R., 176 
N. C., 22, and cases there cited. 

There is no provision made for any exception in the event of death, 
and the Court cannot insert one without changing the terms of the con- 
tract. Riddlesbarger v. Hartford Ins. Co., supra, and Morrison v. B. & 
O. R. Co., 33 Ann. Cas., 1026. “The contract constitutes the law be 
tween the parties, and, if 1t contain no exception, none will be presumed.” 
Gaston, J., in Clancy v. Overman, 18 N. C., 405. 

Under the facts of the instant case, we do not think the plaintiff has 
shown any equitable excuse, certainly none has been seasonably pleaded, 
for failing to bring her suit within the time limited in the bill of lading. 
The defendant’s motion for judgment as of nonsuit should have been 
allowed. 

Reversed. 


Crark, C, J., dissenting: Conceding that the stipulation limiting the 
time in which this action could be brought to “two years and a day’”’ is 
reasonable, and is a valid contractual limitation in an interstate bill of 
lading, the plaintiff has not had the time agreed upon in which to bring 
suit. Upon the death of her intestate, opportunity to bring action 
ceased, until a personal representative was appointed. 
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C. S., 412, provides a relief in such cases as follows: “If a person 
entitled to bring an action dies before the expiration of the time limited 
for the commencement thereof, and the cause of action survives, an 
action may be commenced by his representatives after the expiration of 
that time and within one year from his death.” 

This statute is general and gives relief whenever the time limited has 
not expired when the person entitled to bring the action dies before the 
time has expired. It does not matter whether the time was limited by 
statute or the time substituted by contract, but the statute applies in all 
eases where the “time limited” had not expired at the death of the party 
entitled to suit. A restriction cannot be inserted in the statute by any 
reasonable rule of construction. 

This principle has been expressly declared in Meekins v. R. R., 131 
N. C., 2; and been often affirmed since, among other cases, in Trull 
v. R. R., 151 N. C., 545, and in many other cases. C.8., 159, provides: 
“Upon the death of any person, all demands whatsoever, and rights to 
prosecute or defend any action or special proceeding, existing in favor 
of or against such person, except as hereinafter provided, shall survive 
to and against the executor, administrator, or collector of his estate.” 

On the death of the plaintiff’s intestate, his right of action not having 
expired, the plaintiff as his personal representative, was entitled under 
the words of the statute (which are not restricted to statutory causes 
of action) to prosecute this action and was entitled to the time allowed 
by the general act, C..S., 412, or at least to reasonable time under 
general principles of equity, in which to take out letters of administra- 
tion; otherwise death would eut off in many cases the remedy given by 
©. §., 159, of prosecuting the cause of action which has not been de- 
stroyed by the lapse of time at such death, and which under that section 
survived to his personal representative. 

But if there should be interpolated in the statute by judicial con- 
struction a restriction to those cases in which the original limitation was 
imposed by statute, still upon well known equitable principles applying 
to all contracts, when the performance of the contract has been pre- 
vented, without any fault on the part of the person entitled to enforce 
the contract, there should be a reasonable extension so that the party 
may not be deprived of opportunity to sue within the length of time 
prescribed by the agreement. Upon that principle, irrespective of our 
statute, the death of the intestate within two years and a day would not 
repeal the contract as to the time in which he might have brought the 
action, and his personal representative should be entitled to a reasonable 
time to take out letters of administration and bring the action. This 
principle is so well settled and so reasonable and just that there should 
be no doubt of its application in this case. 
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The validity of the stipulation restricting the right to sue to two 
years and one day depends upon the reasonableness of that stipulation, 
and certainly when the plaintiff was deprived of opportunity to bring 
action within that time without any default on his part, a reasonable 
time should be allowed in which to bring the action. 

The time provided by the statute, C. S., 412, is not restricted to any 
particular class of cases, and should apply im all cases, but if words are 
interpolated into the statute restricting its terms to statutory limita- 
tions, then where the contractual limitation 1s substituted for a statutory 
limitation, certainly it 1s in accordance with all equitable principles 
that a reasonable time should be allowed in which to bring the action, 
since by act of God the plaintiff was disabled to bring this action within 
the two years and a day. Certainly in such case “equity should follow 
the law’—otherwise it would be inequitable. 





BENJAMIN FORBES et at. v. J. C. LONG ET AL. 
(Filed 20 September, 1922.) 


1. Mortgages—Contract to Convey——Equity of Redemption—Dower. 
The grantee in possession of land under a contract to convey holds in 
the nature of an equity of redemption by mortgage, in which his wife, 
after his death, is entitled to dower. 


2. Same—Possession—Widows—Limitation of Actions—-Heirs. 


The dower interest of the wife in the equity of redemption of lands 
formerly belonging to her deceased husband, held by her in continued 
possession after his death, is superior to the right of the husband’s heirs 
at law, but not adverse in the sense that it would start the running of 
the statute of limitations against them. 


3. Same—Children of First Marriage—Evidence. 

The husband was in the possession of land in the nature of a mortgagor, 
and after his death his wife by a second marriage continued thereon. 
The mortgage was canceled out of the estate of the deceased husband, 
after his death, and the mortgagee conveyed the land to his children as 
heirs at law, some of them by the first and some by the second marriage: 
Held, the possession of the wife after the death of her husband did not 
start the running of the statute of limitations, or ripen the title in her by 
adverse possession as against the children of the husband by the first 
wmarriage. The character of the wife’s possession under the evidence in 
this case at least raised a question for the jury. 


4, Trials—Argument of Counsel—Depositions Withdrawn—Approval of 
Court—Orders. 


A party to an action may not withdraw depositions he has had taken 
from the files of the court without leave and an order from the court, 
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and upon his so doing, the counsel for the adverse party may argue to 
the jury that the depositions were unsatisfactory to the party at whose 
instance they had been taken. 


AppraL by defendants from Allen, J., at January Term, 1922, of 
PasQuoTaNnk. 

This was a special proceeding, the petitioners alleging that they were 
tenants in common, each owning one-eighth of an undivided interest, 
and that the defendants owned the other three-fourths of the land in 
question. From a verdict and judgment in favor of the plaintiffs, the 
defendants appealed. 


W. I. Halstead and Ehringhaus & Small for plaintiffs. 
Aydlett & Simpson for defendants. 


Crark, C. J. The land in question admittedly belonged to one Buff- 
kins, who made a deed in March, 1875, “conveying it to John, Virginia, 
Cordelia, James, Ambrose, and Edgar L. Forbes, children and heirs at 
law of Isaac Forbes.” Before his death, said Isaac had gone into pos- 
session of these lands under a contract to convey. The plaintiffs are 
two of the grandchildren of said Isaac Forbes, being the children and 
heirs of John Forbes, son of Isaac, named in the deed. The defendants 
have admittedly acquired the interest of the other heirs at law of Isaac 
Forbes, named in the deed. 

After the death of Isaac Forbes, his widow, Mary (afterwards Mrs. 
Boyce) remained on said lands with a part of the children, who grad- 
ually moved away, she remaining there with one of the sons, Edgar, an 
imbecile, until he was carried to the county home. She also paid some 
taxes on the lands and collected rents. The plaintiffs’ ancestor was not 
on the land, and lived in another part of the county. 

These plaintiffs left their step-grandmother unmolested as long as she 
lived, but after her death, when they undertook to assert their claim for 
their undivided interest, the defendants, who had then acquired all the 
other interest, denied the plaintiffs’ right to a share in the land, alleging 
that Mrs. Boyce, the grandmother, by adverse possession, had acquired 
title. 

Upon the face of the deed from Buffkins, and the recitals therein, 
Isaac Forbes was a mortgagor in possession prior to his death for the 
retention of title by Buffkins, as set out in the deed made the bargainee 
a mortgagee, and Isaac Forbes was the possessor, therefore, of an equity 
of redemption in the premises. The possession by his widow after his 
death was rightful, and not adverse to his heirs. She was entitled to 
dower in the lands, and therefore the period of her possession cannot be 
counted against the plaintiffs or their father, heirs at law of her hus- 
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band. JBesides, nearly all the time some of the heirs at law were living 
with her on the land. There is no scintilla of evidence of a denial of 
their right at any time by their step-grandmother. ‘The possession of 
the widow is not adverse to the heir. Hverett v. Newton, 118 N. C., 
919; Malloy v. Bruden, 86 N. C., 251; Melvin v. Waddell, 75 N.C., 361, 
Her estate was an elongation of her husband’s estate, and, as widow, she 
held in priority with, not adversely to, the heirs and those claiming 
under them. Jn re Gorham, 177 N. C., 277; Love v. McClure. 99 
N. C., 295. 

The court properly refused the defendants’ motion for a nonsuit. 
Upon the face of the record the plaintiffs and defendants were tenants 
in common, and the character of Mrs. Boyce’s possession would have been 
in any view for the jury to determine. 

The defendants, several months before the case was called for trial, 
had taken certain depositions out of the State, which were sealed and 
sent to the clerk of the court, but the defendants withdrew them from 
the files without any order of the court or consent of the plaintiffs. 
When the case was called, the plaintiffs moved the court to compel the 
depositions to be returned. The court so ordered, and the defendants 
excepted. The defendants had no right to remove them from the files 
without leave, and the order of the court for their return was proper. 
During the argument the attorneys for the plaintiff referred to the 
depositions, which were still unopened, and argued to the jury that they 
were unsatisfactory to the defendants; otherwise, they would have given 
the jury the benefit of their contents. We do not see that this was an 
unreasonable inference or an unfair argument, and, indeed, it does not 
appear in the record that there was any exception on this ground. 

No error. 





ROSA WILSON anv HuspBanp v. SINGER SEWING MACHINE COMPANY 
AND J. A. LIVERMAN. 


(Filed 20 September, 1922.) 


1. Trespass—Evidence—Verdict. 


Upon the trial of an action for assault upon the person and trespass 
upon the property of the feme plaintiff, there was evidence that the agent 
of the defendant called at the house to collect a deferred payment under 
a vendor’s lien upon a sewing machine, refused to wait therefor until the 
return of the plaintiff’s husband, and resisted her efforts in opposition: 
Held, sufficient to sustain a verdict awarding damages to the plaintiff. 
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2. Principal and Agent-——Trespass—Torts of Agent—Damages. 


Where the defendant’s agent authorized to collect deferred payment 
under a vendor’s lien in the sale of a sewing machine, uses force in taking 
the machine away upon the nonpayment of the amount due, it is a tort 
performed in the course of the agent’s employment for which the principal 
is answerable in damages, 


8. Instructions—Statutes—Expression of Opinion of Judge—Prejudice— 
Racial Distinctions. 


Where the presiding judge instructs the jury, who are all white men, of 
their duty to give exact justice between a colored plaintiff and a white 
defendant, without considering the color line, but specifically and clearly 
disclaims any opinion of his own upon the facts in evidence, it is not 
objectionable, as an expression of an opinion by the judge, forbidden by 
the statute. 


AppEaL by defendants from Bond, J., at February Term, 1922, of 
BEAUFORT. 

This action is for assault upon the person and trespass upon the prop- 
erty of the feme plaintiff. She had purchased upon conditional sale, on 
the installment plan, from the defendant sewing machine company, a 
machine on which she had made sundry payments to divers agents of 
the sewing machine company during a period of four years. ‘The 
defendant had its office in Washington, N. C., with an agent, its co- 
defendant, J. E. Liverman, in charge, and the plaintiff testified that 
she had seen Garris in their office and paid him three or four times on 
the machine. That in June, 1919, this Garris, with whom she had 
dealt at the sewing machine company’s office, came to her bedroom while 
she was cleaning up and knocked at the door, and she found him stand- 
ing there. That he asked her if she had any money for him, to which 
she replied that she did not have any that day, but if he would come 
that night when her husband was at home she would get some money 
from him, to which Garris replied: “No, I will have to have my money 
or the machine.” 

She testified that Garris then proceeded with vile words to curse and 
abuse her; that she begged him not to do it, but he kept on; she says 
that she then left him and proceeded to clean up her room. She heard 
him move the machine and throw her Bible on the floor. She again 
begged him not to take the machine away, but he cursed her some more, 
and then took hold of one end of the machine, whereupon she took hold 
of the other, she pulling one way and he the other. Finally Mr. Cox 
came over to stop Garris from cursing and using profane language in 
the hearing of his wife, and then Garris wanted to fight Cox. She test1- 
fied that under the violent threats and conduct of said Garris she became 
faint and had an attack like heart trouble; that she had to have a doctor 
that night, and all the next week, and after that was confined for a time 
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to her bed. There was evidence in corroboration of the plaintiff as to 
what occurred. Verdict and judgment for plaintiff: appeal by de- 
fendants. 


Wiley C. Rodman. for plaintiff. 
KE. A. Daniel and F. S. Spruill for defendants. 


Cr LARK, C. J. The agency of Garris and his misconduct the jury 
found in favor of the plaintiff. The acts complained of were in the 
scope of his employment. In 2 C. J., 848, sec. 533, it is said: “The 
hability of the principal for torts committed by him is not hmited to 
torts which he has expressly authorized or directed; he is liable for all 
the torts which his agent commits in the course of employment; and if 
he commits a tort in the course of his employment, the principal is liable 
therefor even though he was ignorant thereof, and the agent in com- 
nutting it exceeded his actual authority or disobeyed the express instruc- 
tion of his principal.” 

In 2 C. J., 849, sec. 534, it is further said: “In acecrdance with the 
above rule, a principal may be held civilly hable to a third person where 
his agent, while acting within the course or scope of his real or apparent 
authority, is guilty of assault and battery, conversion, trespass, ete., or 
wrongful levy’; and ibid., see. 536: “In order to render the principal 
liable for his agent’s torts, they must have been committed while carry- 
ing out the principal’s business; and it may be stated broadly that the 
tort of au agent is within the course of his employment where the agent 
in performing 1t is endeavoring to promote his principal’s business 
within the scope ss the actual or apparent authority conferred upon him 
for that purpose.” 

There was evidence which justified the finding of the jury that Garris 
was the agent of the defendant, pursuing his ole business of collect- 
ing money from the plaintiff, and that he committed an assault upon the 
plaintiff and trespass upon her premises, and the miscorduet alleged on 
this occasion, and that the defendant ‘was liable. Jackson v. Tel. Co., 
139 N. C., 847. 

The defendant relied earnestly and chiefly, indeed, upon the following 
language in the charge: “Now, it appears that the plair.tiff is a colored 
woman. Her rights are being passed upon by a jury with twelve white 
men on it, and a white man on the bench. Notwithstanding this fact, it 
is a matter of serious responsibility to us, beeause I firmly believe in 
the fact that this is a white man’s government, that he alone ought to 
hold its offices, run its courts, sit in its legislatures, and make the laws 
and enforce the laws for the benefit of all the people. Notwithstanding 
that fact, it is a matter of serious responsibility to us that when the 
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rights of property and personal liberty of colored people are being passed 
on in the courthouse with no representative of their race and color on 
the jury, or on the bench, it is a matter of most serious responsibility 
that we should be absolutely fair to them in passing on their rights, and 
forget for the time being that the color of their faces is different from 
yours and mine. Anything else than that would make a farce of the 
so-called administration of justice. The courthouse is no place for race 
prejudice in passing on their rights. There are only thirteen men in 
this courthouse who are, gentlemen, tied by a very solemn oath, and 
upon these men alone rests the adjustment of the rights of the people 
who are litigating the matters in the court, the twelve are the jurors, 
and the thirteenth man is the judge. JI don’t mean to say that this 
woman is entitled to win this case; that is absolutely foreign to my 
thoughts, but I have simply laid down some of the general propositions 
to commit us to an appreciation of this fact, that is, that there ought to 
be no color question in the courthouse. The case ought to be tried 
exactly as if all of us were of the same color. If the woman has sus- 
tained the burden of proof, which is upon her, and has shown that she 
has a right to recover, she ought to recover without regard to the color 
of her skin. Nothing is further from my thoughts than meaning to 
say that a colored person has any more right to recover than a white 
person, and the verdict should be found according to the facts, as the 
facts are found to be.” 

Whether or not this language was desirable, or necessary, to impress 
upon the jury the requirement of absolute impartiality is a matter that 
was committed to the diseretion of the judge. It could be objectionable 
only as a matter of law if it was calculated to bias the jury in favor of 
the plaintiff, but as the record states, the judge expressly cautioned the 
jury that he was not intending to indicate any opinion in favor of the 
plaintiff. He said, “Nothing is further from my thoughts than meaning 
to say that a colored person has any more right to recover than a white 
person, and the verdict should be found according to the facts, as the 
facts are found to be.” This a jury of ordinary intelligence could not 
possibly misunderstand, and we cannot find that they were prejudiced 
by the charge. 

A similar exception to the charge of the same judge that on a trial 
where one party 1s white and the other 1s colored the jury should be fair 
and just and give them a fair and impartial hearing, regardless of the 
color of the litigants, was held to be no ground for error in AfeLaurin 
vw. Williams, 175 N. C., 293. 

Unless there is error of law in the charge prejudicial to the appellant, 
he cannot assign as error merely the language of the judge’s charge, nor 
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can we review him. That is a matter left to his judgment. As 
Sheridan said, in the House of Commons—a demurrer cannot be entered 
to a trope nor a special pleading to a figure of speech. 

A very similar case to this was S. v. Goode, 180 N. C., 651, where the 
white agent attempted by violence to take furniture which had been sold 
to a colored woman on the instalment plan. In that case, as in this, 
the woman asked the agent to return when her husband got back that 
night and she would pay, but in that case, as in this, he demanded imme- 
diate payment and attempted to take the property by foree. The 
woman resisted and a tussle ensued. There was this difference, that the 
agent in that case got the worst of the contest, as the woman used a 
baseball bat on his head, and the agent indicted the woman for assault 
and battery. The facts as set out in that case are amusing and interest- 
ing. Upon them the presiding judge at the trial told the jury that the 
defendant was upon her own testimony guilty of using excessive force 
on the prosecuting witness, and instructed the jury to find the defendant 
guilty. This Court gave a new trial, for that whether there was exces- 
sive force was a question for the jury and not for the court; and in the 
opinion discusses practically the same questions that arise here, though 
the position of the parties was reversed, the agent there having received 
more pummeling than pence, and the woman being indicted instead of, as 
in this case, bringing her action for assault and battery and trespass. 

No error. 





L. 8. HOGE anp Wirt, MARGARET M. HOGE, v. GUION LEE, 
(Filed 20 September, 1922.) 


1. Deeds and Conveyances—Boundaries—Natural Boundaries—Evidence. 


In order to the application of the rule that where natural objects or 
muniments of title are called for as the boundaries described in grants 
or deeds, they generally control or prevail over courses and distances, it 
is essential that the muniments or objects relied on be identified, or their 
location admitted or established beyond controversy, and in this event the 
location may become a matter of legal interpretation. 


2. Same—Trials—Admissions——Questions of Law. 


Where muniments of title or natural objects are called for in a grant 
or deed to lands, the subject of the action, concerning the location of which 
there is a dispute between the parties upon conflicting evidence, or where 
the evidence tends to show two or more natural objects that may answer 
the description, the question of the location of the boundaries dependent 
thereon must be determined by the jury under the instructions of the 
court. 
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8. Deeds and Conveyances—Boundaries—Natural Boundaries—Natural 
Reputation—Evidence. 
Where the location of the lands in dispute is dependent upon the true 
location of a natural boundary called for in a grant or deed under which 
a party to the action claims title, in this case, the location of “the head 
of Juniper Swamp,” and there is evidence to sustain the contentions of 
both the plaintiff and the defendant, testimony of a witness that he had 
known the point, or had it pointed out to him five or seven years ago, is 
not competent. 


4. Same—Hearsay Evidence. 

Testimony as to common reputation of the location of a natural object 
in the description in a deed or grant of land should have its origin at 
a time comparatively remote, should be ante litem motam, and it should 
attach itself to some boundary or natural object, or be fortified by evidence 
of occupation or acquiescence tending to give the land some fixed and 
definite location; and evidence of such reputation extending over a period 
of only five or seven years, is insufficient. 


5. Same—Rule of Evidence. 

The restrictions on the declarations of an individual concerning private 
boundary are that such declarations be made ante litem motam, that the 
declarant be dead when they were offered, and that the declarant be dis- 
interested when they were made. 


6. Same—Instructions—Admissions. 

The descriptions and calls in a junior grant may not be received as 
evidence of the boundaries of a senior grant, but a reference in a later 
deed to the location of land described in an older deed may, in connection 
with other evidence, become competent as an admission of the grantee 
named in the deed containing such reference. 


7, Trespass—Principal and Agent—Damages—Employer and Employee— 
Master and Servant. 

Where one has employed another to cut the timber from his own land, 
and the one so employed cuts timber from lands outside his employer’s 
boundaries, ordinarily an action may be maintained against the employer 
for the trespass of his agent, especially when he has knowingly received a 
part of the consideration for the timber, or there is other evidence of his 
ratification of his employee’s acts. 


Apprat by both parties from Bond, J., at February Term, 1922, of 
BEAUFORT. 

Civil action for the recovery of damages for alleged trespass on land. 

The land in controversy is represented on the plat by the letters A, B, 
C,D, E, F, A. The plaintiffs contend that this land is covered by the 
following grants, under which they claim title: (1) a grant to Thomas A. 
Haughton, dated 28 June, 1902, represented by the letters C, D, E, F, 
1, 2, 8, C; (2) a grant to F. H. Von Eberstein, dated 28 June, 1902, 
represented by F, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 2, 1, F; (3) a grant to Grimes and Von 
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Eberstein, dated 9 January, 1902, represented by index O, P, Q, R, 8, 3, 
T, U, V. Plaintiffs introduced a deed from the State Board of Educa- 
tion to W. H. Whitley and 8. R. Fowle & Son, dated 1 May, 1917, for 
the land described in these grants, and mesne conveyances which need 
not be set out. 

The defendant offered the following: (1) a grant to A. T. Roe for 
84 acres, dated 17 March, 1851; (2) a deed from A. T. Roe to Martin W. 
Walker for 200 acres, dated 19 October, 1851; (3) a deed from W. J. 
Walker and others, heirs of Martin W. Walker, to the defendant, dated 
25 June, 1916. Defendant also claimed possession under color of title 
for the requisite length of time. 

Plaintiffs introduced a certified copy of the original entry (dated 
12 April, 1852), map, and grant to Martin W. Walker, dated 17 June, 
1853. For the purpose of aiding the location, other record evidence was 
introduced by the parties. The grants and deeds were admitted to have 
been properly drafted and executed for the conveyance of the lands 
therein described. The following are the issues and answers: 

“1 Has the defendant Guion Lee trespassed on that part of the land 
described in the complaint not claimed by said Lee in his answer? 
Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“2 If so, what damages, if any, are plaintiffs Hoge and wife entitled 
to recover for same? Answer: ‘$125.’ 

“3. Are plaintiffs Hoge and wife owners and in possession of that part 
of the land described in the complaint shown on the map used in the 
trial as A, B, C, D, E, F, A, and being that part of land claimed by the 
defendant in his answer? Answer: ‘No,’ 

“4. Has the defendant Guion Lee trespassed on said land shown on 
said map as A, B,C, D, E, F, A? Answer: ‘No.’ 

“5. What damage, if any, are plaintiffs Hoge and wife entitled to 
recover therefor from defendant Lee? Answer: ................. 

Appeal by the plaintiffs, and by the defendant. 


Daniel & Carter and Ward & Grimes for plaintiffs. 
L. R. Varser and Wiley C. Rodman for defendant. 


PLAINTIFFS’ APPEAL 


Apams, J. The plaintiffs and the defendant contend that their re- 
spective muniments of title include the land in controversy. The plain- 
tiffs claim under grants issued in 1902, a deed executed by the State 
Board of Education in 1917, and mesne conveyances, while the defendant 
asserts title under a grant acquired by A. T. Roe in 1851, and subsequent 
conveyances. The defendant contends that the true location of the land 
described in his grant and deeds is as represented on the plat by the lines 
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A, B, Y, X, A, and that the locus in quo is within these lines. On the 
other hand, the plaintiffs insist, among other things, that the tract 
described in the Roe grant contains only 84 acres, and is located as 
represented by the lines X, Y, &, Z, X, and that it will include between 
1,400 and 1,600 acres if the western boundary is exzended to A, B. 
Indeed, the plaintiffs contend that the Roe grant lies within the bounda- 
ries of the land granted to Martin W. Walker, and that the western 
boundaries of the defendant’s title extend only to the line C, D, E, F, or 
to the eastern boundary of the locus in quo. It is therefore apparent 
that the location of the land described in the several grants and deeds 
was a matter of vital importance in the determination of the contro- 
versy. 

The land granted to A. T. Roe is deseribed as follows: Beginning 
at the mouth of Juniper Swamp, running S. 45 W. 150 poles with said 
branch to the head; thence 8. 30 poles to the county line; thence with 
said line 8. 45 EK. 150 poles to the main run of the creek swamp; thence 
with the run of the swamp to the beginning. In the deed from Roe to 
Martin Walker, and in other record evidence, the “head of the swamp” 
is designated as a part of the description of the land. The plaintiffs 
introduced evidence tending to show that the head of the swamp was 
at Z, or at NN, and the defendant offered evidence tend:ng to show the 
location to be at A. The materiality of evidence tending to show this 
location 1s at once evident. If the head of the swamp is at A, the Roe 
grant and the Roe deed include the disputed land; but otherwise, if at 
Zor NN. On the direct examination of Duffey Toler the defendant 
inquired whether A was known in that locality as the head of Juniper 
Swamp, and the witness answered, “Yes, sir. I have cnly known the 
very point myself, or had it pointed out to me five or seven years, and 
have only known the branch indicated from the letter A for the same 
length of time.” The plaintiffs objected to the question, excepted to the 
admission of the evidence, and in apt time moved to strike the answer 
from the record, and again excepted to his Honor’s adverse ruling. 

That natural monuments called for as the boundaries of grants and 
deeds generally control or prevail over courses and distances is a rule 
which has been repeatedly sanctioned and apphed in the adjudications 
of this Court. But in order to make the rule effective it is essential 
that the monuments or objects relied on be identified, or their location 
admitted. When such location is admitted, or is beyond controversy, the 
description may become practically a matter of legal interpretation. To 
this principle may be referred Slade v. Neal, 19 N. C.. 61; Lnterary 
Board v. Clark, 31 N. C., 58; Bowen v. Lumber Co., 153 N. C., 366, and 
other similar decisions. But ‘where there is a dispute concerning the true 
location of a natural object called for in a grant or deed, and the evi- 
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dence of the adverse parties touching such location is conflicting, 
or where the evidence tends to show two or more natural objects that 
may answer the description, the boundaries must be determined by the 
jury under the instruction of the court. This proposition is maintained 
in Brooks v. Britt, 15 N. C., 482; Stapleford v. Brinson, 24 N. C., 3115 
Clark v. Wagoner, 70 N. C., 706; Weston v. Lumber Co., 163 N. C., 78, 
and other cases familiar to the profession. 

His Honor, recognizing these principles, submitted to the jury the 
location of the head of Juniper Swamp, and to the contention of the 
parties on this question, Toler’s testimony was distinctly pertinent. In 
fact, it was a circumstance particularly to be considered in its tendency 
to impeach as guides to the location of the head of the swamp the courses 
and distances called for in the grant to Roe and in the deed from Roe to 
Walker. In Tatem v. Paine, 11 N. C., 64, Judge Henderson said: 
“Where natural objects are called for as the termini, and course and 
distance and marked lines are also given, the natural objects are the 
termini, and the course and distance and marked lines can only be 
resorted to by the jury to ascertain the natural objects, they act as 
pointers or guides to the natural object. When the natural boundary 1s 
unique, or has properties peculiar to itself, these pointers or guides can 
have but little effect; in fact, I believe, none. Where there is more than 
one natural object in the neighborhood answering the description—that 
is, having common qualities—then those pointers or guides may be 
reverted to’to ascertain where the object called for is, or which is the 
object designated. They do not then contradict or controvert natural 
boundary; they explain a latent ambiguity created by there being more 
than one object which answers the description.” 

The plaintiffs’ exceptions are not identical with those presented in 
Waters v. Simmons, 52 N. C., 541. There the trial judge excluded 
evidence which was offered to show the location of the head of Spellar’s 
Creek. There was no evidence that more than one natural object 
answered the description, and apparently the identity of the creek could 
be definitely determined. Toler testified that the “locality” around A 
was known as the head of the swamp, and the objection is rested on the 
ground that both the question and the answer imply knowledge acquired 
from general reputation or from the declaration of others. By what 
other means was the witness qualified to say that the place was known 
as the head of the swamp? In this State both hearsay evidence and 
common reputation, subject to certain restrictions, are admissible on 
questions of private boundary, but common reputation should have its 
origin at a time comparatively remote, always ante litem motam, and 
should attach itself to some monument of boundary or natural object, 
or be fortified by evidence of occupation and acquiescence tending to give 
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the land some fixed and definite location. Hemphill v. Hemphill, 138 
N. C., 504; Bland v. Beasley, 140 N. C., 629. Tf it be admitted that the 
answer elicited amounts to evidence of common reputation concerning 
an object definitely fixed, reputation extending over a period of five or 
six years 1s insufficient. In Bland v. Beasley, supra, it was held that a 
period of seventeen years was not “comparatively remote.” It is equally 
clear that the answer cannot be sustained as the declaration of a person 
deceased. The restrictions on the declarations of an individual concern- 
ing private boundary are (1) that the declarations be made ante litem 
motam; (2) that the declarant be dead when they are offered; (3) and 
that he be disinterested when they are made. We think the objection 
of the plaintiffs should have been sustained and the evidence excluded. 

Exception 49 1s addressed to the following paragraph in his Honor’s 
charge: “The court charges you that in locating the A. T. Roe grant it 
is not competent to consider the calls in the junior grant, or other papers 
of later date, for the purpose of locating this grant; and any reference 
to the A. T. Roe grant in the Martin Walker grant, irtroduced by the 
plaintiffs, would not be considered by you in determining the location of 
the A. T. Roe grant, for the purpose of confining the Roe grant to a 
location within the boundaries of the Martin Walker grant.” 

Yn a line of decisions extending from Sasser v. Herring, 14 N. C., 340, 
to Lumber Co. v. Lumber Co., 169 N. C., 98, this Court has consistently 
held that the description in a junior grant is not evidence of the bounda- 
ries In a senior grant. But the exception involves another principle. 
His Honor withdrew from the jury not only the description or “calls” 
in the junior grant, but “any reference to the A. T. Roe grant in the 
Martin Walker grant.” Martin Walker accepted his grant with the 
attached surveyor’s plat, which was a part of it, presumably procured 
by the grantee, reciting the location of the grant to Roe. The jury 
should have been permitted to consider this circumstance, without regard 
to the description by course and distance, as tending to show a declara- 
tion or admission on the part of Walker circumscribing the boundaries 
of the Roe grant. Such admission is competent, not in favor of the 
grantee (Crump v. Thompson, 31 N. C., 491), but against him and those 
claiming under him. If the recital of a deed in a subsequent deed is 
evidence of the former against a party to the latter and those who claim 
under him on the ground that it operates as an admission (Hoyatt v. 
Phifer, 15 N. ©., 273), why should not the recital of location in the 
grant or in the survey of the grantee’s entry likewise be considered ? 
Claywell v. McGimpsey, 15 N. C., 89; West v. Shaw, 37 N. C., 483; 
Gaylord v. Respass, 92 N. C., 557; Hickory v. R. R., 187 N. C., 202. 
In hke manner, this principle apparently sustains the contention that the 
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deeds executed by Walker to his children are evidence tending to show 
that he recognized the western boundary of his grant as the eastern 
boundary of the land claimed by the plaintiffs. 

As our view of the law requires the submission to another jury of the 
third, fourth, and fifth issues, the remaining exceptions need not now 
be considered. 

New trial, 


DEFENDANT’s APPEAL 


Apams, J. The defendant’s appeal from the judgment rendered on 
the first and second issues presents the question of his liability for alleged 
trespass on land situated west of the line A, B. There was evidence 
tending to show that the plaintiffs had title to this land; that the 
defendant did not claim it; and that W. J. Dunn, under a contract with 
the defendant, not knowing the exact location of the defendant’s claim, 
cut timber on the western side of the line referred to. Where a servant 
is ordered to cut trees on his master’s land and euts some outside his 
master’s boundaries, ordinarily an action may be maintained against 
the master for the trespass. 6 Labatt, sec. 2397. But here there was 
evidence from which the jury might reasonably infer that Dunn cut the 
timber in question under the defendant’s authority, or, in any event, that 
the defendant received a part of the proceeds derived from the timber, 
and thereby ratified Dunn’s trespass; and it is evident that the jury 
found as a fact, under his Honor’s charge, that the defendant had either 
authorized or ratified Dunn’s wrongful act. The motion for nonsuit 
and the requested instruction referred to in the seventh exception were 
therefore properly denied. The remaining exceptions relied on in the 
argument have relation to the motion and instruction which were 
declined by the court, and require no separate discussion. In the de- 
fendant’s appeal there is 

No error. 





Ww, A. BASNIGHT et at. v. DARE LUMBER COMPANY. 
(Filed 20 September, 1922.) 


1. Principal and Agent—lImplied Authority of Agent—Contracts. 

An agent has not the implied authority to bind his principal by Sentenete 
that are so unusual or improbable in agencies of that character as would 
put an ordinarily prudent man upon his guard that such authority did 
not exist; and the person thus dealing with the agent is required to 
ascertain from the principal the extent of the agent’s authority with 
regard to the subject-matter. 
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2. Same—Timber. 

Where the defendant lumber corporation has an extensive plant for the 
cutting and hauling of its timber from large bodies of land, with a general 
agent in charge, a local agent with actual authority only to contract for 
the cutting, ete., over small parcels of land extending to periods of fifteen 
days, may not, by implied authority, bind his principal to a contract for 
the cutting of timber from a large body of timber requiring from three 
to eighteen years for its cutting, and the defendant, in <=he absence of an 
act of ratification, will not be bound thereby. Chesson v. Cedar Works, 
172 N. C., 32, cited and applied. 

3. Principal and Agent — Evidence — Questions for Jury — Established 
Facts—Questions of Law—tTrials. 


Whether an agent has attempted to bind his principal by an act beyond 
his express or implied authority is a question of fact for the jury, upon 
conflicting evidence; but whether the principal will be bound thereby is a 
question of law, under facts established or admitted. 


Appeal by defendant from Danvels, J., at May Term, 1922, of Dane. 

Civil action to recover damages for an alleged breach of contract. 
Upon denial of liability and issues joined, there was a verdict and judg- 
ment in favor of plaintiffs. Defendant appealed. 


B. @. Crisp, Thompson & Wilson, and Meekins & McMullan for 
plaintiffs. 
EKhringhaus & Small for defendant. 


Stacy, J. The facts in the case at bar are strikingly similar to those 
in Chesson v. Cedar Works, 172 N. C., 32, and, on authority of that case, 
we think the defendant’s motion for judgment as of nonsuit should have 
been allowed. 

There was evidence on behalf of the plaintiffs tending to show that in 
October, 1917, the plaintiff W. A. Basnight entered into a verbal contract 
with R. B. Cotter, whereby it was understood and agreed that the said 
Basnight should have the right and privilege of cutting “cooper logs” 
on a tract of land belonging to the defendant company and containing 
approximately 640 acres. With respect to the manner in which the 
contract is alleged to have been made, the plaintiff testified as follows: 

“I went in Cotter’s office and told him I would like to get a contract 
cutting some juniper. He said all right, sure you can get it. He said 
I could contract any place I wanted. I told him I wanted to contract up 
on ‘Little Wide’ on Mill Tail Creek. He asked me when did I want 
to go to work. I told him I would be ready the first day of November. 
He said all right, sir, he would let Mr. A. M. Cohoon go up with me and 
ramble the timber. That was all the conversation. 

“Mr. Cohoon and I went wp there and rambled the timber something 
hike a week later. . . . We left Buffalo City 7 a. m., and got back 
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at three or four o’clock in the afternoon of the same day. Only rambled 
along the creek and for a short distance back. . . . Went to see 
Mr. Cotter again that afternoon. . . . I told him then I would like 
to have some understanding about it. He asked what that was. I told 
him I wanted to contract from ‘Little Wide’ through to ‘Stokes Wide,’ 
and as far back as the timber reached. He said all right, sir, you can 
have it. Then I said I want to know the price. He said 514 cents a 
stick straight, delivered on Mill Tail Creek. ‘There was nothing else in 
that conversation except that I said that I was ready to go to work at 
that price.” 

The plaintiff W. A. Basnight then formed a partnership with J. W. 
Ambrose for the purpose of cutting said timber and entered upon the 
work on or about 2 November, 1917. In the spring of 1918, after the 
plaintiffs had cut the timber back for a distance of 150 or 200 yards, 
Eph. Duval, who was a log-counter, brought them a note from Mr. 
Cotter in which he is alleged to have said (the note was not offered in 
evidence): “We cannot pay this price any longer. We will pay for 
the first 200 yards, 44 cents; for the second 200 yards 5 cents, and 544 
cents for all over that.” Plaintiffs then quit cutting, having cut up to 
that time 38,557 logs, or an average of 7,711 per month, for which they 
have been paid in full. Plaintiffs testified that they could have finished 
the cutting in three years at a profit of approximately $15,000. But it 
is conceded that it would haye taken eighteen years at the rate they were 
proceeding, with their force of sixteen men. 

It also appears from the plaintiffs’ testimony—there was none offered 
by the defendant—that the main sawmill of the Dare Lumber Company 
was located at Elizabeth City, N. C., forty or fifty miles away from its 
logging operations, and that Mr. C. P. Brown was in charge of the same. 
This was known to the plaintiffs; and, in their original complaint, they 
alleged that “R. B. Cotter and said Dare Lumber Company, at the time 
hereinafter set forth, were engaged in cutting and marketing timber, 
under an agreement between said defendants constituting a partnership, 
as plaintiffs are informed and believe.” 

The authority of Cotter to enter into the present contract and to bind 
the defendant lumber company thereby is the crucial point in the case. 
Plaintiffs concede that no actual authority has been shown, and that 
they are compelled to rely upon the doctrine of apparent or implied 
authority. 

It was established that the defendant owned approximately 170,000 
acres of timber lands in Dare County, and maintained there an extensive 
logging equipment, consisting of five locomotives, eleven skidders, and 
six barges. Two to four hundred men were employed in Dare County; 
Cotter had an office on the defendant’s property at Buffalo City and was 
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apparently in charge of said logging and woods operations. He exer- 
cised the same authority as others who had preceded him in this work. 

Two methods were employed in contracting the timber to be cut; one 
by laying off “breadths” along the railroad and the other by “bunches” 
where the company had no tract. W. D. Basnight, a witness for the 
plaintiffs, testified that he had cut some “bunches of -uniper and my 
contracts always ran from pay-day to pay-day, which was every fifteen 
days.” The language used in the instant case would seem to suggest 
that a similar procedure was to be followed here. Indeed, it appears 
that such was the fact. W. A. Basnight, one of the plaintiffs, testified: 
“We have been paid for every stick of juniper that we actually cut in 
the woods under our contract. Our claim is for damages for not letting 
us continue to cut under the contract at the said price.” He further 
testified that they had put in a tram road; at what expense not stated, 
though it does appear that it would have cost $1,200 or $1,500 for the 
whole tract. There was also allegation and proof to the effect that 
plaintiffs were ready, able, and willing to complete the contract. 

There was denial of any liability on the part of the Dare Lumber 
Company; both defendants alleging in their answers that Cotter had no 
authority to enter into any such contract on behalf of said company. 
The plaintiffs seem to have had some knowledge of Cotter’s want of 
authority, as witness their allegation of an alleged partnership, of which 
there was no evidence offered on the trial. In fact, this allegation was 
abandoned, and plaintiffs now seek to hold the defendant lumber com- 
pany liable by virtue of Cotter’s apparent’ agency. 

The defendant’s mill was at Elizabeth City, under the general super- 
vision and management of C. P. Brown, a fact known to the plaintiffs, 
and there was no evidence of Cotter’s actual authority, as agent of 
defendant company, to make such a contract. Indeed, the casual manner 
of its making, coupled with its unusual and extraordinary provisions, if 
plaintiffs have interpreted it aright, would seem to suggest inquiry on 
their part. The circumstances were such as to put them on notice. 

“The person dealing with the agent must also act with ordinary 
prudence and reasonable diligence. If the character assumed by the 
agent is of such a suspicious or unreasonable nature, or if the authority 
which he seeks to exercise is of such an unusual or improbable character 
as would suffice to put an ordinarily prudent man upon his guard, the 
party dealing with him may not shut his eyes to the real state of the case, 
but should either refuse to deal with the agent at all or should ascertain 
from the principal the true condition of affairs.” Mechem on Agency, 
sec. 389. 

Whether Cotter did in fact enter into the contract as alleged was, of 
course, a question for the jury, and they have found that he did, but 
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there is an absence of any sufficient evidence to establish his authority 
to act for the Dare Lumber Company in the execution of such an 
extraordinary contract.- There is quite a difference between a contract 
which is to last for fifteen days and one that is to run from three to 
eighteen years. It is not even alleged that the defendant lumber com- 
pany had any knowledge of this agreement, nor that it has in any way 
ratified the same. No benefits have accrued therefrom which have not 
been paid for in full. Cotter’s power to bind the Dare Lumber Com- 
pany in this unusual manner could not be implied merely from his con- 
nection with the logging operations under all the facts of the instant case. 

There was a judgment of nonsuit as to the defendant R. B. Cotter, 
from which the plaintiffs have not appealed, though exception was duly 
noted at the time. Hence, the correctness of this ruling is not before 
us for review. 

The principles governing the case at bar are fully discussed in Chesson 
v. Cedar Works, supra, and Stephens v. Lumber Co., 160 N. C., 107; 
and, upon authority of those cases, we think the defendant’s motion for 
judgment as of nonsuit should have been allowed. 

Reversed. 





A. C. LATHAM, ANNIE GASKILL, Ev at. v. 8. W. LATHAM, MRS. CARRIE 
HANCOCK, EXECUTRIX OF THE WILL or 8. W. LATHAM, Er At, 


(Filed 20 September, 1922.) 


1. Pleadings—Admissions—Limitation of Actions—-Statutes—Judgments 
—Appeal and Error. 

Where the statute of limitations to the action has been pleaded, and it 
appears from the face of the complaint and the uncontroverted facts that 
the plaintiffs’ cause of action is thereby barred, a judgment dismissing the 
cause of action on that ground as a matter of law will not be disturbed 
on appeal, though there may be valid exceptions for error in other phases 
of the trial, especially when the parties have requested the court to first 
determine that question. 


2. Limitation of Actions—Statutes—Trusts—Fraud—Executors and Ad- 
ministrators. 

Where the testator creates his executor as trustee of a part of the 
estate “to collect and apply the rents and hires, and interests thereof, to 
the support of his certain named son and his family during the son’s life, 
and then to convey to his child or children,” it constitutes an active trust 
during the life of the son which becomes passive at his death, which time 
the relationship of the parties would be adverse to each other, and start 
the running of the statute of limitations, against the children, then of 
age, and not under legal disability, and bar their action for an accounting 
and settlement after ten years, especially when the relationship of trustee 
has been openly repudiated. 
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3. Same—Knowledge—Notice. 


In order to repel the bar of the statute of limitations, by showing 
action commenced within three years from the discovary of the fraud, 
and bring it within the provisions of C. 8., 441 (9), it is incumbent upon 
the plaintiff to show that he not only was ignorant of the facts upon 
which he relies in his action, but could not have discovered them in the 
exercise of proper diligence or reasonable business prudence. 


4, Same—Judgments—Deeds and Conveyances—Registration. 


A testator devised to his executor to hold in trust for his son and his 
family a certain part of his estate for his son’s wife, and then convey the 
same to his son’s child or children, etc. The executor obtained, in pro- 
ceedings before the clerk,-with all the parties represented, an order to sell 
the testator’s land, including that of the trust estate, tc pay the debts of 
the deceased, and conveyances were made by him to tke purchasers and 
registered. In an action alleging fraud on the part of the executor in 
procuring the lands in trust through third parties bidding at the sale, 
gross inadequacy of price, ete., it is held, that the proceedings before the 
clerk to make assets to pay the debits of the deceased, and the open, 
notorious, and adverse possession of the purchasers of the land, under 
their registered deeds, were sufficient to put the plaintifiis, claiming under 
the children of the said son, the cestuis que trustent, upon notice of the 
fraud alleged, if any committed by the executor, and i: would bar their 
right of action within three years therefrom. 


5. Same—Confidential Relations. 


Held, under the facts of this case, there were no such confidential rela- 
tions existing between the plaintiffs and the executor and trustee of their 
deceased ancestor as would repel the bar of the statute of limitations by 
reason of the failure of the executor or trustee to disclose the facts of the 
alleged fraud. 


6. Limitation of Actions—Statutes—Nonresidents. 


The nonrtsidence of a plaintiff, claiming lands here under an allegation 
of fraud, etc., does not affect the running of the statute of limitations 
adverse to his demand in his action. 





APpEat by plaintiff from Bond, J., at April Term, 1922, of Braurort. 

Civil action, tried and determined on the pleadings. 

The action was instituted in said county on 10 October, 1916, by 
plaintiffs, certain grandchildren of Fred P. Latham, deczased, successors 
in title to the pro rata rights and interests of A. C. Latham, Josephine 
Potts, and Henrietta Tripp, all now deceased, and who took and hold 
their rights as among the devisees and heirs at law of said F. P. Latham, 
against S. W. Latham, executor of the will of F. P. Latham, and trustee 
of certain portions of the real estate under said will. 

Subsequent to the institution of the suit, defendant S. W. Latham, 
executor, died, and by order duly entered his executrix and heirs at law 
and devisees under his will have been made parties defendant. On 
matters more directly pertinent to the questions presented, the original 
complaint alleges: 
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“That Frederick P, Latham, late of the county of Craven, North 
Carolina, died on 3 October, 1866, leaving a last will and testament, 
which will was duly proven in open court and in due form of law, and 
recorded in the office of the clerk of the Superior Court of Craven 
County, by the terms of said will he devised to the defendant Samuel W. 
Latham the following real estate, to wit: “The plantation whereon my 
son Alex. C. Latham now resides, containing 820 acres, which comprises 
all of the land which I acquired by descent from, and by purchase from, 
the heirs at law of Rufus W. Latham, together with certain personal 
property therein named, the said devise being contained in item 3 of said 
will, to hold the said land and personal estate upon the following uses 
and trusts, that is to say, that the said Samuel W. Latham shall from 
year to year collect and receive the rent hires, interest, and benefits of 
all the said estate comprised in this clause, and shall equally pay out 
and appropriate the same for the maintenance and support of my son, 
Alex. C. Latham, and his family, during the natural life of the said 
Alex. C. Latham, then in trust to convey the said estate in absolute 
property to such child or children (or the representatives of such as may 
be dead) of the said Alex. C. Latham as may him survive.’ By the 
terms of item 8 of said will, Fred P. Latham made the following devise: 

“After the death of my wife, all the estate described in the first clause 
of my will and given to my wife for life, except such as has been hereto- 
fore disposed of, I give and bequeath to be equally divided between my 
four daughters, Mary Eliza Hancock, Pauline Whitehurst, Henrietta 
Tripp, and Josephine Potts, the share of said Josephine Potts to be held 
in trust by my son, Samuel W. Latham for the sole and separate use of 
said Josephine Potts, discharged from all the liabilities of said husband, 
William Potts.” 

A copy of the said will is hereto attached and marked Exhibit “A,” 
and made a part hereof as much so as if pleaded in full. 

“2. That by the terms of the said will and item 9 thereof the said 
Fred P. Latham, deceased, directed his executors to make sale of certain 
personal property, and also certain land on South Creek and on the 
Sand Hills, and also certain perishable estate for the purpose of paying 
his debts, and appointed his two sons, Alex. C. Latham and the defend- 
ant Samuel W. Latham, executors to the said last will and testament. 

“3. The defendant Samuel W. Latham qualified as the sole executor to 
the said last will and testament of the said Fred P. Latham, deceased, 
and letters of administration were issued to him in December, 1866. 

“4, On or about 28 April, 1870, the defendant caused a special pro- 
ceeding to be instituted before the clerk of the Superior Court of Craven 
County, wherein the heirs and devisees of Fred P. Latham were made 
parties, and in said special proceeding, obtained an order of license to 
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make sale of all the real estate devised by the last will and testament of 
the said Fred P. Latham, and described in said wall, which will is 
referred to for description thereof, and also other real estate not de- 
scribed in said will, and which said real estate is also described in 
the petition in the special proceeding heretofore referred to, which peti- 
tion is made a part hereof for the purpose of a full and complete descrip- 
tion of the real estate ordered to be sold. 

“5, That pursuant to the order made in the said special proceeding, 
the said S. W. Latham, as executor of F. P. Latham, deceased, made 
sale of the lands devised in said will, and other lands described in said 
petition by deed dated 7 October, 1871, and recorded in book 97, page 
133, in Craven County registry, for a consideration of $1,959, and on 
the same day the said Cicero Green conveyed said land to George Green, 
which deed is recorded in book 97, page 136, in the register’s office of 
Craven County, and on the same day the said George Green conveyed 
the same lands to the defendant S. W. Latham, by deed recorded in 
book 97, page 126, register’s office of Craven County. 

“6. The plaintiffs allege further that the defendant S. W. Latham 
failed and refused to make sale of the Sand Hill Jands and the South 
Creek lands mentioned in item 9 of the said will, and therein directed 
to be sold for the purpose of paying the debts of the said F. P. Latham, 
deceased, but made sale of the lands described in the petition, as afore- 
said, including more than six thousand acres of land for less than $2,000, 
and many times less than the true value of the said -and; that at the 
time of the sale of the said lands many hundred acres of same were 
cleared and in cultivation, with the old home place coataining a valua- 
ble home and out-buildings and the 800-aere plantation devised to S. W. 
Latham in trust for A. C. Latham during his life, and then to his 
children, which had on it a valuable home and out-houses, and that the 
said lands so sold by the defendant S. W. Latham, as executor, were 
bought in by Cicero Green, and on the same day conveyed by the said 
Cicero Green to George Green, attorney and agent of defendant, for the 
same consideration, and on the same day conveyed by George Green to 
the said S. W. Latham, defendant, for the same consideration, and the 
plaintiffs allege that the defendant was in truth and in fact purchaser 
at his own sale, and had the said Cicero Green and Creorge Green, his 
attorney and agent, to buy in said lands for him, and had the said 
Cicero Green to convey the same to George Green anc! the said George 
Green to convey the same back to the defendant for the purpose of cover- 
ing up and concealing the fact that the defendant was the real purchaser, 
and that in truth and in fact no consideration whatever passed between 
the said Cicero Green and the said George Green, and they were con- 
spiring with the defendant for the purpose of enabling the defendant to 
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purchase in all of said lands at his own sale made by him as executor of 
F. P. Latham, deceased, for many times less than the real value thereof, 
to enable him to get and shold title to same in fee simple clear of and 
discharged of the trusts declared by the aforesaid will.” 

The complaint then alleges certain sales and conveyances by 8S. W. 
Latham about the same time of certain real estate not described in the 
will of F. P. Latham, the greater portion of which were embraced in 
executor’s petition for sale for assets, 1n 1870, or were included in the 
deeds by which S. W. Latham conveyed the said property to the Greens, 
and they in turn back to himself, and with averments that this and all 
the other realty had passed into the hands of third parties, whose title 
had matured by time and adverse possession of the holders. And in 
section 19 of complaint further allegation is made as follows: 

“That these plaintiffs had no knowledge whatever of the matters and 
things hereinbefore alleged and the fraud and wrongs perpetrated on 
them by the defendant S. W. Latham until within less than a month of 
the institution of this suit, and within three years prior to the institution 
thereof. Neither these plaintiffs nor those under whom they claim had 
any knowledge of the matters and things and fraud herein alleged until 
within three years of the bringing of this suit.” 

And after alleging the great value of the lands dealt with in these 
proceedings, and that they were bought in by defendant executor at a 
nominal sum, the complaint closes with the statement and prayer as 
follows: 

“These plaintiffs are informed and believe, and so allege, that they 
are entitled to recover of the defendant the value of the said lands and 
the value of the rents and the profits therefrom arising. And by reason 
of the wrongful acts of the defendant hereinbefore alleged, these plain- 
tiffs allege that they have been damaged in the sum of $92,000, as their 
interest appears herein, and that the defendant is indebted to them in 
that amount, with interest from 7 October, 1871. 

‘Wherefore, the plaintiffs pray that they recover of the defendant the 
sum of $92,000, with interest thereon from 7 October, 1871, together 
with the costs of this action, and for such other and further rehef as to 
the court seems proper.” 

In an amended complaint, filed by leave of court, plaintiffs set forth 
the pertinent dates principally of the births and deaths of the claimants 
or their ancestors in title, as it affects the rights involved in this contro- 
versy, as follows: 

“1, That the deed from George Green to the said S. W. Latham, 
dated 7 October, 1871, and referred to in sections 5 and 6 of the com- 
plaint, and being recorded in book 97, page 126, and also the deed from 
Cicero Green to George Green, bearing lke date, and recorded in 
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book 97, page 134, both were held from record, and were not registered 
until 14 Jannary, 1888; Jula J. Latham, widow of F. D. Latham, 
deceased, died in 1888, after the death of A. C. Latham; that the said 
A. C. Latham died 25 September, 1886, leaving as his only children the 
plaintiff A. C. Latham and Mrs. Gaskill; that Mrs. Gaskill died 3 May, 
1914, leaving surviving her as her only heirs at law her two children, 
to wit, the plaintiffs Annie Gaskill and Alex. Gaskill; that Josephine 
Potts, named in said will, died 24 April, 1895, and left surviving her as 
her children and heirs at law Z. M. Potts, J. R. Potts, Mrs. Lucy Hanks, 
Mrs. Kugler, and Fred L. Potts; that none of the plaintifis had knowl- 
edge of the facts alleged in the complaint, constituting the fraud of 
S. W. Latham, until within three years of the bringing of this suit, said 
plaintiffs being nonresidents of Craven County, the defendant S. W. 
Latham, and also the other defendants, falsely represer.ted to the plain- 
tiffs that S. W. Latham had a life estate in said lands, and upon his 
death 1t would pass to these plaintiffs. 

“9, The plaintiff A. C. Latham was born 22 May, 1861, his sister, 
Mrs. Gaskill, was born 24 June, 1852, and she has two surviving children, 
Annie Gaskill and Alex. Gaskill, who were born 2 May, 1889, and 12 
April, 1891, respectively. Josephine Potts was born 4 August, 1833. 
Her youngest surviving child, who is the plaintiff, was born in 1873. 
Josephine Potts was married at the date of the devise alleged in the 
complaint, and remained until her death, in 1895. Mrs. Gaskill was 
married 26 January, 1882, and was survived by her husodand. 

“3. The plaintiff Lucy Hanks was married prior to the death of her 
mother, Josephine Potts, and has been a nonresident of the State since 
1896, and the plaintiff Ida Kugler was married prior to the death of 
her mother, Josephine Potts, and has been a nonresident of the State 
since 1894, prior to the death of her mother; and that the plaintiff 
John R. Potts has been a nonresident of the State since 1889.” 

Defendants answer the complaint denying all averments of fraud or 
improper dealings on the part of S. W. Latham, as executor or otherwise, 
and allege that at the time of this transaction lands were comparatively 
of small value; that the bulk of the cleared and improved lands were 
subject to the life estate of the widow of F. P. Latham, and of his son, 
A. C.; that the estate was involved and a sale was necessary to satisfy 
the valid claims of creditors; that the purchase price of sale was all 
properly accounted for in payment of these claims and costs, and that 
in 1875 the executor filed his final account with the clerk of court at 
which accounting all of the predecessors in title and interest of present 
plaintiffs were represented by their counsel, one of them being personally 
present. The vouchers and accounts were fully examined into and 
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approved by them and officially by the clerk of the court. And the said 
account was then recorded in the proper book of settlements, and has 
been of record since said date. 

The answer further alleges that all the dealings were fully known to 
plaintiffs at the time, or their ancestors in title, and pleads specifically 
the various statutes of limitations and presumptions applicable to the 
facts presented. 

Upon perusal of the pleadings, the court entered judgment as follows: 
“This cause coming on to be heard before his Honor, W. M. Bond, judge, 
upon the pleadings filed in this action, it appearing from same that the 
statutes of limitations are pleaded, defendants moved the court to hold 
upon the facts alleged in the complaint and amended complaint, that 
said action is barred by said statutes, and to dismiss same, and both sides 
desiring the court to rule on said question so as to avoid the expense and 
save the time of lengthy trial, if said plea should bar plaintiffs action; 
from said facts, as alleged in the said complaint and amended complaint, 
the court being of the opinion, as a matter of law, that said action is 
barred by the statutes of limitations and laches of the plaintiffs, and 
by reason of the great length of time, laches, and neglect of the plaintiffs, 
they should not be allowed to further prosecute their action: It is 
thereupon ordered, considered, and adjudged by the court that said action 
be dismissed; that plaintiffs are not entitled to recover anything, and 
that defendants go without day and recover their cost herein. 

“W. M. Bonn, Judge Presiding.” 

Plaintiffs excepted, and appealed. 


Daniel & Carter and Small, MacLean, Bragaw & Rodman for plain- 


tiffs. 
Ward & Grimes, Moore & Dunn, and Guion & Guion for defendants. 


Hoxes, J. It is a practice approved in our decisions that where a 
cause is called for trial and the statute of limitations having been prop- 
erly pleaded it appears from the face of the complaint and the uncontro- 
verted facts that the plaintiff’s cause of action is barred by statutory 
limitation of time, a judgment of nonsuit or dismissing the action on 
that ground will not be disturbed, though there may be valid exceptions 
for error in other phases of the trial. Rankin v. Oates, 183 N.C., 518; 
Earnhart v. Comrs., 157 N. C., 234-236; Oldham v. Rreger, 145 N. C., 
954; Cherry v. Canal Co., 140 N. C., 422. 

And especially is such course permissible where, as in this case, the 
parties have requested the court to dispose of the case on the question 
suggested. 
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This, then, being in accord with our procedure, the court clearly had 
the right to determine the controversy on perusal of the pleadings, and 
in our opinion has correctly ruled that in any aspect of the matter the 
plaintiffs’ cause is barred by the statute of limitations applicable. 

As we understand the record, the gravamen of this demand is for a 
breach of duty on the part of S. W. Latham, deceased, as executor of his 
father, F. P. Latham, and for breaches of trust under his said will, in 
that without legal cause he has procured a sale by court decree of a large 
landed estate of F. P. Latham, amounting to six thousand acres or more, 
to pay debts not exceeding $5,000, and has by the intervention of nominal 
parties, bought in said estate and taken title thereto, or the greater part 
of it, for $1,959, and a mere nominal consideration, and after occupying 
said property under said deeds since said sale and conveyances, he has. 
sold and conveyed the same to innocent purchasers for value, who now 
have and hold the title unimpeachable by action or otherwise on plain- 
tiffs’ part, and the relief demanded being against S. W. Latham and 
his successors, in interest for $92,000 damages incident to the fraud and 
breach of trust alleged against him. And this when it appears from 
the allegations of the complaint that the sale complained of was by 
regular proceedings in court, instituted in 1870, to which all of plaintiffs 
or their ancestors in title were duly made parties of record, when the 
deeds complained of were formally executed in 1871, and have been of 
record since 1888, and the property thereby conveyed has been in the 
open, exclusive, continuous, and adverse possession of the purchaser and 
others claiming under him since said date, and certainly since the death 
of the life tenants under the will of F. P. Latham, to wit, Julia J. 
Latham, widow of F. P., who died in 1888, and A. C. Latham, a son, who 
died in 1886. Recurring more particularly to the fasts stated in the 
complaint, and the dates given by plaintiff in the amended complaint, 
they seem to be in full support of the statement from tre carefully con- 
sidered brief of defendant’s counsel: 

“This suit was commenced by summons dated 10 October, 1916, at 
which time the following number of years had elapsed since the several 
dates mentioned in the complaint, to wit: 

“Fifty years since the death of Frederick P. Latham, the testator; 
and the qualification of Samuel W. Latham as executor. 

“Forty-six years since special proceedings was instituted by the exec- 
utor for sale for assets. 

“Forty-five years since the deeds were exccuted conveying the lands, 
and twenty-eight years since the deeds were registered. 

“Forty-one years since Samuel W. Latham, executor, filed his final 
account and made settlement of the estate. 
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“Thirty years since Alex. C. Latham, life tenant under item 3 of the 
will, died; at that time his son, Alex. C. Latham, was 25 years old, and 
is one of the plaintiffs now living; and Mrs. Gaskill, the devisor’s 
daughter, and mother of the plaintiffs Gaskill, was 34 years old, and she 
lived until May, 1914. 

“Twenty-six years since Julia J. Latham, widow of the testator, and 
life tenant under item 8 of the will, died. At that time Josephine Potts, 
the only remainderman under said item, represented in this suit, was 
55 years old. 

“Twenty-one years since the death of said Josephine Potts, and at the 
time of her death her youngest child was 22 years old. 

“Seventeen years since coverture was a bar to the plea of adverse 
possession. 

“When the suit was started the youngest plaintiff was 43 years old 
and the oldest plaintiff was 55 years old.” 

Assuming that the allegations of the complaint are broad enough to 
constitute and include a direct demand against S. W. Latham for mal- 
feasance as executor, our decisions hold that the relationship between 
such and the beneficiaries of the estate becomes adversary in two years 
from his qualification, and such a claim will be barred, at most, within 
ten years from that date. Brown v. Wilson, 174 N. C., 668; Edwards 
v. Lemmons, 136 N. C., 329. 

Considering the complaint as a demand for an accounting by a trustee 
under the terms of the will, the devise to S. W. Latham in trust to 
collect and apply the rents and hires and interest, etc., of said estate to 
the support of A. C. Latham and his family during the life of A. C. 
Latham, and then to convey to his child or children, ete. This estate, 
constituting an active trust during the life of A. C. Latham, would 
become passive at his death, which occurred in 1886, and from that date 
the parties would be in an adverse relation to each other, putting the 
statute in motion and the claim on that account would be barred, at the 
furthest, in ten years from the death of A. C. Latham. Rouse v. 
Rouse, 176 N. C., 171. Assuredly so when there had been an open and 
avowed repudiation of any and all relationship as trustee. Rouse v. 
Rouse, supra; University v. Bank, 96 N. C., 280. 

Plaintiffs, however, contend that this is an action based upon the 
fraud of defendants, or their predecessor, S. W. Latham, whereby they 
have been wrongfully deprived of their property, and that the same 
comes under C. S., 441, subsec. 9, by which their claim is only barred 
within three years from the discovery of the facts constituting the fraud. 

Conceding that plaintiffs’ statement brings his cause within purview 
of this section, and undoubtedly this is the intent and purpose of the 
complaint, we have held in numerous decisions that under this clause an 
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action is barred within three years from the discovery of the facts or 
from the time when they should have been discovered in the exercise of 
proper diligence or reasonable business prudence. Jn re Johnson, 182 
N. C., 525-527; Sanderlin v. Cross, 172 N. C., 234-242; Hwhank v. 
Lyman, 170 N. C., 505-508; Jefferson v. Lumber Co., 165 N. C., 49; 
Sinclair v. Teal, 156 N. C., 458; Peacock v. Barnes, 142 N. C., 215. 

On this question, in Johnson’s case, supra, quoting with approval 
from Peacock v. Barnes, supra, the Court said: “We do not hold, as 
appellant contends, that the statute begins to run from the actual dis- 
covery of the fraud, absolutely and regardless of any negligence or laches 
of the party aggrieved. A man should not be allowed to close his eyes 
to facts observable by ordinary attention and maintain for his own 
advantage the position of ignorance. Such a principle would enable a 
careless man, and by reason of his carelessness, to extend his right to 
recover for an indefinite length of time, and thus defeat the very pur- 
pose the statute was designed and framed to accomplish. In such ease, 
a man’s failure to note facts must be imputed to him for knowledge, and 
in the absence of some actual effort to conceal a fraud or some of the 
essential facts embraced in the inquiry, we think the correct interpreta- 
tion of the statute should be that the cause of action shall be deemed 
to have accrued from the time the fraud was known or should have been 
discovered in the exercise of ordinary diligence.” 

It is insisted for the appellants that their cause does not come within 
the effects of this principle as a conclusion of law by reason of allega- 
tions in the complaint to the effect that one or more of plaintiffs were 
nonresident, and that S. W. Latham, who was their uncle, had told them 
that he had a life estate in the property, and that appellants’ right and 
interest therein would not accrue until his death, but on the facts of this 
record, such a general averment is entirely insufficient to repel the bar 
of the statute or to raise any issue concerning it. 

So far as the alleged nonresidence is concerned, it is well recognized 
that nonresidence of a claimant has no direct effect on the running of 
the statute of limitations (Hwbank v. Lyman, supra), and on the general 
allegations of information by S. W. Latham, the uncle, there was no 
claim that any trust or special confidence existed between these parties 
that might lead the one to depend upon the other, and so far as appears, 
they were all adult, and had been for many years, dealing at arms 
length with each other, and if any such statement was made, it would be 
entirely insufficient to qualify or affect the rights of the parties when it 
appeared that for 46 years there had been an open and notorious repudia- 
tion of any and all trust relationship, when every essential fact now 
made the basis of plaintiffs’ claim was in great part set forth of record 
in a judicial proceeding to which the ancestors in title of these plaintiffs 
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were duly made parties, and when further there had been open, notorious 
possession of the property in the assertion of ownership under deeds of 
record since 1888, and which had been made pursuant to decrees had in 
the judicial proceedings referred to. The cause, therefore, comes clearly 
within the well considered decisions of the court in which claimants were 
affected with knowledge and notice of the facts in impeachment of their 
claim. Sanderlin v. Cross, 172 N. C., 234-243; Hwbank v. Lyman, 170 
N. C., 505; Cove v. Carson, 169 N. C., 132; Dunn v. Beaman, 126 
N. C., 771; Cox v. Brower, 114 N. C., 422. 

In Sanderlin v. Cross, supra, speaking in reference to knowledge or 
notice of impeaching facts disclosed of record, Allen, J., among other 
things, said: “It is true that in several of the cases, such as Modlin 
v. R. RB. 145 N. C., 226; Tuttle v. Tuttle, 146 N. C., 493, and others, it 
is said that the registration of a deed is not sufficient to put a party on 
notice that a fraud has been committed; but in those cases the action 
was based on fraudulent representations in procuring a deed, and the 
record did not disclose any fraud or violation of trust, while in this case 
the record shows all of the facts for which the plaintiffs contend, and, in 
addition, there is the circumstance of possession,” 

The case then quotes with approval from Beaman’s case, 126 N. C., 
as follows: ‘The case of Dunn v. Beaman, 126 N. C., 771, is strong 
authority for the position that when the facts appear on the record, the 
party is affected with notice. In that case a valuable tract of land was 
devised in 1844 to the children of John R. Beaman. The father quali- 
fied as guardian for the children, and filed an ex parte petition for a sale 
of the land for partition, and the land was sold and the sale confirmed, 
and the guardian received the purchase money. The children of Mr. 
Beaman did not know until within three years prior to the institution of 
their action that any land had ever been devised to them, or that their 
father was their guardian, or that the land had been sold. They pre 
sented their claim against the estate for the purchase money of the land, 
and having been made parties to a creditor’s bill, one of the creditors 
pleaded the statute of limitations to the claim, and the children, while 
disavowing any charge of ‘intentional fraud upon the part of their 
father, replied that they had discovered the facts within three years. 
The contention was not sustained, and it was held that their cause of 
action was barred.” 

The Court said: “The children had legal notice of the facts. The 
will of Carraway, under which their title accrued, was probated and 
recorded in 1844, and the land devised to them was sold for partition in 
1861 at the courthonse door after due advertisement under a decree in 
equity; the proceedings in equity were duly recorded, to which three of 
the children, who were adults, together with their husbands, were parties 
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praying the sale, and the decree of confirmation was properly enrolled. 
The deed from the clerk and master to the purchaser was duly recorded 
in the register’s office, and was notice to the children as well as to all 
the world, and they were put on notice by the recitals therein contained.” 

And on the effects and policy of statutes of presumption and limita- 
tions in cases where there has been long and inexcusable delay, Burwell, 
J., in Cox v. Brower, supra, said: “The rule of presumption, when 
traced to its foundation, is a rule of convenience and policy, the result 
of a necessary regard to the peace and security of society. No person 
ought to be permitted to lie by whilst transactions can be fairly investi- 
gated and justly determined until time has involved them in uncertainty 
and obscurity, and then ask for an inquiry. Justice cannot be satis- 
factorily done when parties and witnesses are dead, vouchers lost or 
thrown away, and a new generation has appeared on the stage of life, 
unacquainted with the affairs of a past age, and often regardless of them. 
Papers which our predecessors have carefully preserved are often thrown 
aside or scattered as useless by their successors. It has been truly said 
that if families were compelled to preserve them they weuld accumulate 
to a burdensome extent. Hence, statutes of limitation have been enacted 
in all civilized communities, and in cases not within them, prescription 
or presumption is called in as an indispensable auxiliary to the adminis- 
tration of justice.” 

On careful consideration, we find no error in the record, and the 
judgment of the court dismissing the action is 


Affirmed. 





BR. F, EAGLES COMPANY, Inc., v. EAST CAROLINA RAILWAY. 
(Filed 20 September, 1922.) 


1. Carriers of Goods — Railroads—Damages—Penalty—Statutes—-Filing 
of Claim. 

Under the terms of our statute, C. S., 3524, imposing, in favor of the 
consignee, a penalty upon the carrier for loss of or damage to goods while 
in its possession, if not paid, “within ninety days after the filing of such 
claim by the consignee with the carrier’s agent at the point of destination 
or at the point of delivery to another carrier”: Held, the filing is suffi- 
cient if delivered to the designated agent for that purpose, and so received 
by him. 


2. Same—United States Mail. 
The essential things for the proper filing of the claim against the 
common carrier for damages, and for the penalty under the provisions of 
C. 8., 3524, being its delivery to and acceptance by the carrier’s designated 
agent, such filing is not restricted to its manual delivery, but the same 
may be done through the agency of the United States mail. 
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3. Same—Evidence—Prima Facie—Conflicting Evidence—Questions for 
Jury—Trials. 


Where the consignee properly addresses, stamps, and mails his claim 
for such loss or damage at a postoffice of the United States Government, 
it will be presumed that it was delivered, as addressed, in the usual course 
of the mails, and a denial of delivery by the carrier raises a conflict of 
evidence thereon for the determination of the jury, and the carrier’s 
motion as of nonsuit is properly denied. 

4, Carriers of Goods — Railroads — Penalty — Statutes — Principal and 
Agent. 


The penalty imposed by C. 8., 3524, on the carrier to pay a claim for 
damages, ete., within ninety days after the filing of the claim by the 
consignee with carrier’s agent at the terminal] point, etc, is to enforce 
obedience to the mandate of the law by punishment of the carrier, and 
the statute must be strictly construed, requiring the consignee to bring 
his case clearly within its language and meaning; and in order to recover 
the penalty, the consignee must file his claim with the agent, as the 
statute directs, and the filing thereof with another of the carrier’s agents 
is insufficient. 


Aprrat by defendant from Horton, J., at June Term, 1922, of 
EncGEcoMBE. 

Plaintiff brought suit to recover $1.21 for loss or damage to goods in 
transit, and for a penalty of $30 for failure to pay the claim within the 
time prescribed by the statute. C.S., 3524. | 

The defendant operates a railroad from Tarboro to and beyond 
Macclesfield, in Edgecombe County. On 1 November, 1920, the Atlantic 
Coast Line Railroad Company issued a bill of lading for a shipment of 
lard from Rocky Mount to the plaintiff at Macclesfield, the initial and 
terminal points being within the State. The plaintiff’s place of business 
is at Crisp, near Macclesfield. On arrival of the shipment at destina- 
tion, it appeared that one of the tubs had been broken and a part of the 
contents lost. The claim was filed, if at all, on 11 December, 1920. 
With regard to filing his claim, the plaintiff testified as follows: “I put 
the letter in the mail and delivered it to the carrier on our route. I 
have a mail box at the store, and the carrier stops in the store and gets 
the mail right out of the store. I put the required postage on the letter, 
and I put the letter and claim in the R. F. D. letter box. Letter had 
return notice on it; it never was returned. I properly addressed the 
letter to the East Carolina Railway at Tarboro, and I put the postage 
on it; the letter was delivered to the carrier. I gave it to the carrier 
myself.” This was the plaintifi’s customary way of filing its claims, 
J. T. Hagans, a witness for the defendant, testified that he had been 
freight claim agent for the defendant six years; that he had not received 
this claim, and never saw it until 11 March, 1922, when it was sent to 
him as one of a list of claims. 
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The issues were answered as follows: 

“1, Did plaintiff file claim with defendant, as alleged? Answer: 
‘Yes.’ 

“2, What amount is plaintiff entitled to recover of defendant? An- 
swer: ‘$1.21, with interest from 11 December, 1920.’ ” 

The parties agreed that only the first issue should be submitted to the 
jury, and that the second should be answered by the court after the 
verdict was returned on the first. 

The defendant in apt time moved for judgment of nonsuit as provided 
by statute, and to the denial of its motion, and to an instruction of the 
court, which is set out in the opinion, duly excepted. Judgment upon 
the verdict for the amount of the indebtedness and the penalty of $50. 
Appeal by the defendant. 


Don Gilliam for plaintiff. 
John L. Bridgers for defendant. 


Apams, J., after stating the facts: In case of intrastate shipments 
the statute requires that every claim for loss of or damage to property 
while in possession of a common carrier shall be adjusted and paid for 
within ninety days after the filing of such claim by the consignee with 
the carrier’s agent at the point of destination or at the point of delivery 
to another carrier, and that every carrier shall be Hable for the amount 
of such loss or damage, with interest thereon from the time the claim 
is filed until it is paid. The statute provides that failure to adjust and 
pay such claim within the period prescribed shall subject the carrier to 
a penalty of fifty dollars for every such failure, and that a cause of 
action for the recovery of loss or damage may be united with a cause of 
action for the recovery of the penalty. ©. S., 3524. 

The plaintiff recovered both the penalty and the loss incurred, and the 
exceptions on appeal present the questions whether there was error in 
his Honor’s instruction, and whether the defendant was entitled to judg- 
ment of nonsuit. 

What is the technical import of the phrase “after the filing of such 
claim”? Similar expressions have been repeatedly construed by the 
courts. It has been held that a paper or an instrument ix filed when it is 
deposited in the proper office with a person in charge thereof; when 
it 1s delivered for the purpose of filing; when it is lodged with the proper 
person; and when it 1s delivered and received to be kept on file. 7J're- 
gambo v. Mining Co., 57 Cal., 501; Hdwards v. Grand, 53 Pae. (Cal.), 
196; Mann v. Carron, 79 N. W. (Mich.), 941; Alasterson vr. So. Ry., 82 
N. E. (Ind.), 1021. The following is Webster’s definition of the verb: 
“To deliver (a paper or instrument) to the proper officer so that it is 
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received by him to be kept on file, or among the records of his office.” 
Hence, in Thompson v. Kupress Co., 147 N. C., 346, Brown, J., cited 
several eases substantially holding that filing a paper means receiving it 
into custody, and in Power Co. v. Power Co., 175 N. C., 673, Walker, J., 
held that a paper is filed when it is delivered to the proper officer for that 
purpose and reccived by him. The indorsement of the paper by the 
officer or other person is evidential but not requisite, unless made so by 
statute. Power Co. v. Power Co., supra; Lumber Co. v. Mack, 69 8S. W. 
(Ky.), 712; Peterson v. Taylor, 15 Ga., 483. The plaintiffs’ claim of 
loss or damage was therefore filed if it was delivered to or placed in the 
custody of the defendant’s agent for that purpose, and by him received. 
But sinee not restricted to manual delivery of its claim, the plaintiff was 
not precluded from the use of the postoffice as a public agency for 
effecting the communication. The essential things were the delivery for 
filing and the receipt of the claim. The plaintiff contends, not that 
mailing was equivalent to filing the claim, but that the verdict removes 
all doubt as to the actual receipt of the claim by the defendant. Asa 
counter argument the defendant insists that depositing the letter in the 
mail, prepaid and properly addressed, is not sufficient evidence of deliv- 
ery, and moreover, that the jury returned their verdict under the court’s 
erroneous instruction as to the law. When the evidence shows that a 
letter has been committed to the postoffice or other depository from 
which letters are regularly delivered, properly stamped, and correctly 
addressed to the place of residence of the person for whom it is intended, 
it will be presumed that the sendee received the letter in the duc course 
of mail. Jones on Ev., sec. 52. In Trust Co. v. Bank, 166 N. C., 116, 
itis said: “When it is shown that a letter has been ‘mailed,’ this estab- 
lishes prima facie that it was received by the addressee in the usual 
course of the mails and his business, and when the latter introduces 
evidence that it was not in fact received, or not received at the time 
alleged, such testimony simply raises a conflict of evidence, on which it 
is the exclusive province of the Jury to pass.” The instruction com- 
plained of is in accord with these authorities, and is free from error, 

An entirely different question 1s involved in the defendant’s conten- 
tion that the plaintiff, instead of filing the claim with the agent at 
Macclesfield, sent it to the defendant at Tarboro, and therein failed to 
comply with the statute. The purpose of the penalty is to enforce 
obedience to the mandate of the law by punishment of the carrier. 
Therefore it is that the statute must be strictly construed, and he who 
sues to recover the penalty must bring his case clearly within the lan- 
guage and meaning of the law. Thompson v. Express Co., supra; Cox 
vo. R. R., 148 N. C., 459; Sears v. Whitaker, 186 N. C., 38. “Applying 
the rule by which courts should be guided in the construction of a penal 
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statute, Bynum, J., in Coble v. Shoffner, 75 N. C., 42. says: ‘It cannot 
be construed by implication, or otherwise than by express letter. It 
cannot be extended, by even an equitable construction, beyond the plain 
import of its language. If, therefore, even the intent of the Legislature 
to embrace such a case was clear to the court from the statute itself, we 
cannot so extend the act, because such a construction is beyond the plain 
import of the language used.’ ” Grocery Co. v. R. R., 170 N. C., 244. 

By the very terms of the statute the claim for loss 0: damage must be 
filed by the consignee with the carrier’s agent at the pcint of destination 
of the shipment or at the point of delivery by the carrier in possession 
of the property to another common carrier. The obvious purpose is to 
afford the agent at the place of destination, or at the place of delivery 
to another carrier, fair opportunity to make investigation of the claim 
within the statutory period. “The transactions of a vailroad company 
are multitudinous, and are carried on through numerous employees of 
various grades. Ordinarily, the managing officers, and those responsible 
for the settlement and contest of claims, would be without actual knowl- 
edge of the facts of a particular transaction. The purpose of the stipu- 
lation 1s not to escape lability, but to facilitate prompt investigation. 
And to this end it is a precaution of obvious wisdom, and in no respect 
repugnant to public policy, that the carrier by its contracts should 
require reasonable notice of all claims against it, even with respect to 
its own operations.” Phillips v. R. R., 172 N. C., 88. 

In Smith v. R. R., 174 N. C., 111, it is said: “The burden is on 
plaintiff to show not only that the claim was in writing, but that it was 
filed with defendant’s agent at the point of delivery or of origin within 
four months after a reasonable time for delivery has elapsed. The point 
is expressly decided in Culbreth v. R. R., 169 N. C., 724.” 

And in 34 Cye., 587, it is said: “To constitute « valid filing for 
record, the instrument must be delivered at the office where it is required 
to be filed, and delivery of an instrument to the proper officer at a place 
other than the office where it is required to be filed is not sufficient, even 
though the officer indorses it as properly filed.” 

tn his brief, the defendant’s counsel earnestly insists that the plaintiff 
should have filed its claim with the defendant’s agent at Macclesfield, 
and we concur in his conclusion. Having failed to file its claim as 
required by law, the plaintiff cannot maintain its action. The judgment 
of his Honor 1s set aside, and his denial of the defendamt’s motion is 

Reversed. 
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J. B. PENNINGTON v. TOWN OF TARBORO. 
(Filed 20 September, 1922.) 


1. Municipal Corporations—Cities and Towns—~-Surface Water—Waters— 
Negligence—Drains—Damages. 

It is an actionable nuisance for a city or town, after receiving sufficient 
actual or implied notice, to permit its sewer or drain to fill up with debris 
and other obstructions so as to repeatedly cause the surface or rain water 
to flood the property of a resident owner, upon the street, and thereby 
damage his property. 

2. Appeal and Error—Instructions—Objections and Exceptions—Prayers 
for Instruction—Special Requests. 


Where there is evidence of actionable negligence on the part of a city 
or town in permitting its drain, etc., to become successively stopped up 
so as to pond water upon the plaintiff's property, after notice thereof had 
been given, an exception that the charge of the court was not sufficiently 
definite as to the time of the notice, and the damage thereafter resulting, 
is untenable, it being required of the defendant to have presented this 
question by an appropriate request for special instruction. 


AppEaL by defendant from Horton, J., at April Term, 1922, of 
EDGECOMBE. 

The action is to recover damages caused to plaintifi’s property by 
defendant in negligently permitting the city sewer or drains to fill up, 
thereby causing the surface waters in the city to flood the plaintiff’s 
property, and doing substantial damage to same. Denial of liability by 
defendant. Verdict for plaintiff, assessing his damages at $1,000. 
Judgment on the verdict, and defendant excepted and appealed. 


G. M. T. Fountain & Son for plaintiff. 
Donnell Gilliam for defendant. 


Hoxs, J. Plaintiff complained, and offered evidence tending to show, 
that in the summer of 1920 he was the proprietor of a building in the 
town of Tarboro, used by him for a garage and in the sale of automobile 
supplies, ete. That during said period the town authorities had negli- 
gently permitted the city sewer and drain below plaintiff’s property to 
fill up with debris and other obstructions, causing the surface or rain 
waters, three times during said summer, to flood plaintiff’s property and 
doing substantial injury both to the building and the supplies therein, 
amounting by plaintiff’s estimate and testimony to $1,600 or $1,700. 

The evidence further tended to show that after the first flooding 
plaintiff personally called the attention of the town authorities to the 
conditions presented, but they failed to correct the trouble, and there 
was a second and a third flooding, the last being much the worst, and 
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doing extensive injuries. Upon these facts, which the jury have accepted 
and established by their verdict, it appears that defendant has been 
guilty of negligence constituting a nuisance and causing damage to plain- 
tiff’s property, and for which the town has been properly held liable. 
Hines v. Rocky Mount, 162 N. C., 409; Donnell v. Greensboro, 164 
N. C., 330; Watson v. New Milford, 72 Conn., 561; Hines v. Nevada, 
150 Iowa, 620; Nevins v. Frtchburg, 174 Mass., 545; 9 R. C. L., pp. 
672-673. 

It 1s not seriously contended by defendant that the town is not liable 
for the second and third flooding, and the damages incident thereto, but 
it is insisted that there is prejudicial error in the charge of the court on 
the issue as to the amount of damages suffered, the ob: ection being that 
all damages incident to the first flooding should have been eliminated for 
want of notice or knowledge on the part of the authorities of the faulty 
condition of the sewer. 

While the charge is not as full or definite on the issue as could be 
desired, when taken in connection with his Honor’s statement of the 
respective contentions of the parties, and considered as a whole, the jury 
were instructed in effect that the plaintiff should be allowed damages for 
the impaired value of his property or the pecuniary loss incident to 
defendant’s wrong. This is the correct general rule applicable to the 
case. It was not ascertained or necessarily established by the testimony 
that the town was not sufficiently informed of the condition of the sewer 
at the time of the first flooding to import liability. And if defendant 
thought there were phases of the evidence permitting such an inference 
and limiting the damages in that respect, he should have presented the 
question by a special prayer for instructions. Hill v. 2. R., 180 N. C., 
490; Buchanan v. Furnace Co., 178 N. C., 648. 

In this last case the position is stated as follows: ‘Exceptions that 
the instructions of the court to the jury were not sufficiently full and 
expheit will not be considered on appeal. If the appellant desired any 
particular phase of the case to be presented to the jury, he should have 
requested a special instruction presenting it.” 

We find no reversible error in the record, and the judgment for 
plaintiff is affirmed. 

No error. 
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CAROLINA BAGGING COMPANY y. UNITED STATES RAILROAD 
ADMINISTRATION (SOUTHERN RAILWAY COMPANY), 


(Filed 20 September, 1922.) 


1, Judgments — Justices’ Courts — Appeal—Superior Courts—Trials de 
Novo—Railroads—Federal Control—Director General. 


On appeal from a judgment of a justice of the peace to the Superior 
Court, in an action to recover damages for the loss of a shipment of goods, 
brought against the Government Railroad Administration and the carrier 
over the lines of which the shipment was to have been transported, the 
judgment appealed from is vacated, and a trial de novo had in the Supe- 
rior. Court and a motion to dismiss as against the carrier is properly 
allowed. 


2, Carriers of Goods—Railroads—Director General—Federal Statutes— 
Substituted Agent—Motions—Parties—Nonsuit. 


An action, commenced against the Government Railroad Administration 
during its control, and prior to 1 March, 1920, does not abate under the 
provisions of the Federal statute of 28 February, 1920; and there being 
no stated time in which the agent of the Government designated in 
substitution of the Director General must be made a party: Held, the 
motion of such agent to dismiss on that ground should be denied; and 
“the cause proceed to judgment upon his being made the party defendant 
by the court, a recovery, if anything, to be promptly paid out of the 
revolving fund.’ The effect of the statute is otherwise when the action 
has been commenced since 1 March, 1920. 


Appgat by plaintiff from Allen, J., at June Term, 1922, of Vancz. 

The plaintiff sued out a warrant before a justice of the peace and 
obtained judgment thereon 12 November, 1919, for $131.07 against 
defendant for failure to deliver 75 bundles of cotton ties. From this 
the defendant appealed in apt time to the Superior Court. The defend- 
ant named in the warrant and judgment was the “United States Railroad 
Administration (Southern Railway Company).” At June Term, 1922, 
of the Superior Court, on motion, the action was dismissed as to the 
Southern Railway Company on the ground that said defendant did not 
commit the act complained of, its lines at the time complained of being 
operated by the United States Government. This motion was allowed. 

Thereupon, James C. Davis, agent designated by the President under 
the authority of section 206 (a) of the Transportation Act of 1920, 
moved to dismiss the action as to the “United States Railroad Adminis- 
tration” upon the ground that said United States Railroad Administra- 
tion was abolished by the act of 1920, and that more than two years had 
elapsed since that date, and no steps had been taken or motion made to 
make said Davis a party thereto. The motion to dismiss was granted, 


and the plaintiff appealed. 
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J.P. Zollicoffer for plaintiff. 
Hicks & Son for Southern Railway Company, and appearing specially 
for J.C. Davis. 


Crark, C. J. The judgment obtained before the justice of the peace 
was vacated by the appeal, and the cause of action was pending for trial 
de novo in the Superior Court. The motion to dismiss as to the South- 
ern Railway Company was properly allowed (Kimbrough v. R. R., 182 
N. C., 285; Wyne v. R. R., ibid., 257), under the authority of the Ault 
case in the United States Supreme Court. 

The United States Railroad Administration, through counsel for 
James C. Davis, moved also to dismiss the cause under the act of 28 
February, 1920, which went into effect 1 March, 1920, and which legis- 
lated Walker D. Hines, Director General, out of office. That act, section 
206 (a), provided that all actions which could be brought against the- 
Railroad Administration should be brought against an agent designated 
by the President, who so designated James C. Davis, within thirty days, 
as required by that act. This section, however, applies only to the 
bringing of an action, but does not affect this action against the Railroad 
Administration, which had been brought and was pending. 

The section of the statute which seems to apply to this case is 206 (d), 
which provides: “Actions, suits, proceedings, and reparation claims of 
the character above described, pending at the termination of Federal 
control, shall not abate by reason of such termination, but may be 
prosecuted to final judgment, substituting the agent designated by the 
President under this subdivision.” This action was already pending, 
and under the statute it did not abate, but may be prosecuted to final 
judgment, “substituting the agent designated by the President under 
subdivision (a).” And section 206 (e) further provides that “such final 
judgments, when rendered against such agent designated by the Presi- 
dent, shall be promptly paid out of the revolving fund created by 
section 10,” 

Section 206 therefore provides that a new action must be brought 
against James C. Davis, but that if the action is already pending the 
action “shall not abate by reason of the termination of the Federal 
control, but that it shall be prosecuted to final judgment,” substituting 
James C. Davis. 

This action being already on the docket, by the service upon the 
Railroad Administration, under the statute it did not abate. There is. 
no provision which authorizes an abatement of the action, but on the 
contrary, it should be prosecuted to final judgment upon James C, Davis 
being substituted for the Railroad Administration. 
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There is no time prescribed when this shall be done, and there is no 
authority given to dismiss the action, but only to substitute Davis and 
proceed to final judgment. When counsel of James C. Davis moved to 
dismiss, in the absence of a statute prescribing the time within which 
the substitution should take place, and there being no abatement 
prescribed as a penalty for failure to do so in a given time, the court 
should have ordered Davis to be substituted as a party, and, in the lan- 
guage of the statute, should have proceeded in the cause “to final judg- 
ment.” If the indgment should be in favor of the plaintiff, the statute 
provides that it “shall be promptly paid out of the revolving fund 
created by section 10.” 41 Stat. L., 462. 

It was evidently contemplated that such actions would be retained on 
the docket, for it is provided that payment shall be made out of the 
revolving fund. The above statute is brought forward and will be found 
in Fed. Stat. Anno. (2 ed.), Supplement 1920, 

The order dismissing the action should be reversed, and the cause 
prosecuted to final judgment, as prescribed by the statute, James C. 
Davis being substituted as a party defendant. 

Reversed. 





FRANCES BLACKMAN vy. WOODMEN OF THE WORLD. 
(Filed 20 September, 1922.) 


1. Insurance—Benevolent Societies—Evidence—Prima Facie Case—Non- 
suit. 

In the widow’s action to recover upon a life insurance policy under 
which she is a beneficiary, evidence that the insured had died, and that 
she was the widow named in the policy, which she introduced in evidence, 
makes out a prima facie case, and defendant’s motion to nonsuit should 
be overruled. 


2. Same—Rules of Benevolent Societies. 


The production by the beneficiary of a life insurance policy, the subject 
of the action, is prima facie evidence of its delivery to the insured; and 
on its face prima facie proof that the insured was inducted into the order, 
as therein recited, requiring of the defendant proof to the contrary, and a 
motion as of nonsuit is properly disallowed. 


8. Same—False Representations—Fraud., 

Upon the defendant’s motion to nonsuit the beneficiary in an action to 
recover upon the certificate of a life insurance order, wherein the plaintiff 
has made out a prima facie case, the burden is on the defendant to show 
that the insured had made false representations that would avoid its 
liability, when relied on, and a motion as of nonsuit is properly disallowed. 
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4, Evidence—Nonsuit—Motions—Statutes. 


Under the provisions of C. S., 567, the defendant, after the court has 
refused his motion as of nonsuit upon the evidence, may except, introduce 
evidence, and renew his motion after all the evidence has been introduced ; 
but his last motion only can be considered, and upon all the evidence in 
the case, and if therein the plaintiff has made out a case, the motion 
should be disallowed. 


AppeaL by defendant from Calvert, J., at February Term, 1922, of 
JOHNSTON. . 

This was an action for the recovery of the amoun> stipulated in a 
beneficiary insurance certificate payable to the widow of the deceased 
member. She qualified as administratrix of the estate, but at the trial, 
by consent, the summons was amended by striking out the word adminis- 
tratrix, and the suit was prosecuted in her name individually, as bene- 
ficiary. C.S., 547. The plaintiff put in evidence the certificate with 
evidence of its authenticity, and that the insured had died, and that the 
plaintiff was his widow and the beneficiary named in the policy. The 
detendant pleaded that the certificate had not been delivered to J. I. 
Blackman wider the terms and conditions on the policy; that he had 
not been inducted into the defendants’ order in accordance with the 
constitution and by-laws; that the statements in the application of the 
deceased that he did not have jaundice, disease of the liver, gall stones, 
or any other disease of the digestive system, and that the representations 
in his application that he did not have cancer or tumor or other stomach 
trouble were false; that he falsely represented that he had not consulted 
or been attended by a physician for any disease or injuries during the 
past five years; and that he falsely represented in his application that 
he did not have and had never had bronchitis, chronie catarrh, or other 
disease of the throat or respiratory organs. The jury, in response to the 
issues submitted, found that the certificate had been delivered to J. I. 
Blackman, the plaintiff’s intestate, under the terms and conditions of the 
constitution and by-laws of the defendant, and that he had been duly 
obligated and inducted in due form into defendant’s order and negatived 
all the allegations as to false statements in the application, and found 
that said Blackman was in good health at the time of the execution and 
delivery of the policy. Judgment upon the verdict in favor of the 
plaintiff; defendant appealed. 


Ray & Ray and Winfield H. Lyon for plaintiff. 
Cowper, Whitaker & Allen and Ed. 8. Abell for defendant. 


Crark, C. J. The production by the plaintiff of the certificate duly 
authenticated, and evidence that the insured had died, and that the 
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plaintiff was the widow named as beneficiary in the policy which she 
produced in open court, made out a prima facie case, which required the 
refusal of a motion to nonsuit. The production of the policy was prima 
facie evidence of its delivery by the defendant, and on its face was 
prima facie proot of his induction into the order as therein recited. 

The defendant also asked for nonswit upon the issues as to the false 
allegations as to the insured not having certain diseases alleged, and 
other statements in the policy, But these were matters in defense, the 
burden of proof of which rested upon the defendant, and a nonsuit was 
therefore properly refused. The defendant moved for a nonsuit at the 
close of the plaintiff’s evidence, but as the defendant, upon the denial of 
such motion, introduced evidence, he waived the exception for a denial 
of the motion. The plaintiff thereupon, in reply, introduced other 
evidence, and the defendant’s demurrer at the close of all the evidence 
was properly overruled, and the jury, as already stated, found against 
the defendant upon all the issues. 

Under the former system of procedure, when a defendant demurred to 
the evidence or moved for a nonsuit, it was not admissible for him to 
introduce evidence. By C. 8., 567, it is now provided that when the 
plaintiff rests, if a defendant moves to nonsuit, or demurs to the evidence, 
and the motion is denied, he is allowed to introduce evidence, but when 
he does so he waives the exception, and if the motion to nonsuit is 
renewed at the end of all the evidence, his exception must be considered 
in the light of all the evidence when the last motion is made. 

In this case there was ample evidence to be submitted to the jury, who 
have found all issues in favor of the plaintiff. The appeal was argued 
in this Court almost entirely upon the question of nonsuit. The other 
exceptions do not require to be discussed. 

No error. 





C. GREENE y. J. C. NEWSOME et At. 
(Filed 20 September, 1922.) 


Appeal and Error—Courts—Expression of Opinion—Statutes. 

Where the trial judge has questioned a witness as to the absence of the 
defendants from court, where their deed was being attacked for fraud, 
his remark that their absence was a circumstance that a fraud had been 
committed is an expression of opinion, forbidden by C. S., 564, and con- 
stitutes reversible error, 


AppraL by defendants from Allen, J.. at April Term, 1922, of 
HERTFORD. 
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The first issue and the answer thereto are as follows: 

“1, Was the conveyance of the house and lot in Ahoskie, described in 
the complaint, from J. C. Newsome to Thomas Newson.e made with the 
intent and purpose on the part of J. C. Newsome to hinder, delay, or 
defraud his creditors, or any of them? Answer: ‘Yes.’” 

Judgment for the plaintiff. Appeal by the defendants. 


W. D. Boone for plaintiff. 
S. Brown Shepherd and Bridger & Eure for appellants. 


Avams, J. The action was prosecuted for the purpose of canceling 
a deed, for certain property, alleged to have been executed by the defend- 
ant J. C. Newsome in fraud of his creditors. Only one exception need 
be considered. The record shows that during the cross-examination of a 
witness for the plaintiff the following incident occurred: “By the 
court: Do you know where J. C. Newsome and Tom Newsome are, and 
also why they are not here in court to defend this actior, as they should 
be? Their absence is a cireumstance that a fraud has been committed. 
A. I haven’t seen either J. C. Newsome or Tom here today.” To this 
remark of his Honor the defendants in apt time excepted. 

This Court has repeatedly held that a judge presiding should not at 
any time during the trial either express an opinion as to the weight of 
the evidence or make any remark from which the jury may reasonably 
draw an inference as to his opinion of the facts. His Honor, no doubt, 
In an inadvertent moment, and evidently without intending to do so, 
overlooked the decisions of the Court and the purpose of the statute. 
The jury may naturally have adopted his Honor’s intimation as con- 
elusive on the question of fraud. 

We think the defendants are entitled to a new trial. C. S., 564; 
Morris v. Kramer, 182 N. C., 89; 8. v. Cook, 162 N. C., 586. 

New trial. 





P. E, ROWLAND y. BOARD OF ELECTIONS OF VANCE COUNTY eEt AL. 
(Filed 20 September, 1922.) 


1, Elections—Primary Law—County Board—Powers of Review—Qualifi- 
cation of Electors—Returns. 


Under our primary law the right of a proposed elector to vote for the 
party’s choice of a county official, in this case a register of deeds, is 
expressly referred to the precinct registrar and judges of election, without 
power of review, or otherwise, in the county board of elections, the 
authority of the county board extending only to supervise or to review 
“errors in tabulating returns or filling out blanks.” C. S., 6042, 6048. 
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2. Same—Mandamus. 

Where the county board of elections has assumed to pass upon the 
qualifications of the electors voting in a primary for the selection of a 
party candidate for a county office, and in so doing has declared certain 
of the electors disqualified, and has accordingly changed its returns and 
declared the one appearing to have received a smaller vote, the choice of 
the party as a candidate, an action will lie by the one appearing to have 
received the larger vote, against the county board, to compel them, by 
mandamus, to tabulate the returns made by the registrars and judges of 
the precinct, and then to publish and declare the same as the result of 
the election. C. S., 6042, 6048. 

3. Elections—Primary Law—Statute—Legislative Powers—Courts. 

The courts will not determine the reasonableness of the legislative 
enactment differentiating the authority of the county board of elections 
in passing upon the qualification of the electors of a precinct in a primary 
selection of a candidate for a county office, from the powers to be exercised 
by it in a general election, this being a matter entirely within the province 
of legislation and not subject to judicial inquiry by the courts. 

4. Elections—Primary Law—-Repealing Statutes. 

The primary law to select a party candidate for a county office repeals 
all laws inconsistent with its provisions, and by incorporating therein 
certain provisions of the general election law, confers no authority on the 
county board of electors to pass upon the qualifications of the voters of a 
precinct, and thereby change the result of the election from that appear- 
ing upon the face of the returns it had officially tabulated, 


CuarK, C. J., dissenting. 


AppraL by defendants from Kerr, J., at chambers, 24 August, 1922, 
from VANCE. 

Civil action to require the defendant Board of Elections of Vance 
County, by writ of mandamus, to tabulate the returns made by the judges 
and registrars of the several precincts in a primary election held in said 
county on 1 July, 1922, and then to publish and declare the correct 
result of said primary election in regard to the nomination of a candidate 
of the Democratic Party, for the office of register of deeds of said 
county. The plaintiff duly set out in his petition that, on the face 
of said returns, he was entitled to be declared the nominee of his party 
as candidate for the office aforesaid. This was not denied by the de- 
fendants, but they contend that on account of certain irregularities 
occurring in said election, the plaintifi’s opponent, Mrs. George T. 
Buchan, should be declared the rightful nominee. 

From a judgment in favor of the plaintiff granting the writ of 
mandamus as prayed for, and defendants, having duly excepted, ap- 
pealed. 

J: P. Zollicoffer, A. A. Bunn, and J. M. Peace for plaintiff. 

T. M. Pittman, Andrew J. Harris, Perry & Kvttrell, and Jasper B. 
Hicks for defendants. 
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Sracy, J. On the hearing it was properly made tc appear that on 
3 June, 1922, an election was held in Vance Courty, pursuant to 
article 17, chapter 97, of the Consolidated Statutes, for the purpose of 
selecting, among others, a nominee of the Democratic Party as candidate 
for the office of register of deeds of said county. At this election the 
plaintiff, who, with others, had duly and regularly entered the primary, 
received a plurality, but not a majority of the votes cast in said contest. 
Whereupon, Mrs. George T. Buchan, who, as one of the contestants, had 
recelved the second highest number of votes for said nomination in the 
election, requested that a second primary be called and held as she was 
entitled to do under C. S., 6045. Pursuant to this request, and in 
accordance with the law pertaining to the subject, a seccnd primary was 
duly called and held on 1 July, 1922. In this election, according to the 
returns made by the judges and registrars of the several precincts to the 
county board of elections, the plaintiff received 1,136 votes, and Mrs. 
George IT. Buchan, his opponent, received 1,184 votes. Upon these 
returns the plaintiff contends that he is entitled to be declared the 
nonunee of his party as candidate for the office of register of deeds of 
Vance County, and he brings this action to compel the defendant board 
of elections to make such publication and declaration, alleging that it 
is in duty bound so to do under C. S., 6042. 

On 3 July, 1922, when the defendant board of elections met in Hen- 
derson for the purpose of receiving and tabulating the returns from the 
several voting precincts of the county, Mrs. George T. Buchan, through 
her counsel, appeared before said board and asked that she be given an 
opportunity or time to present affidavits and other evidence tending to 
show certain irregularities, prejudicial to her and affecting the result 
of said election adversely to her nomination. The board granted this 
request, over the objection of the plaintiff, and took.a recess or adjourn- 
ment to meet again on Saturday, 8 July. At this meeting Mrs. Buchan 
presented the charge and complaint, supported by affidavits, that five 
illegal votes had been cast for the plaintiff in said electior.. The ground 
of said charge or complaint chiefly being that the electors in question 
did not, and did not intend to, affihate with the Democratic Party. 
Upon this showing, she asked that these votes be eliminated from the 
count, and that she be declared the rightful nominee by a majority of 
3 votes. The plaintiff, through his counsel, demurred to this proceeding, 
and demanded that the result be declared according to the official returns. 
A further adjournment was taken until 11 July, 1922, at which time the 
defendant board of elections, being of opinion that it had the power and 
authority to pass upon the legality of these alleged illegal ballots, pro- 
ceeded to hear evidence tending to show the disqualification of five 
electors who voted in the election, and, upon the evidence presented, the 
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said board concluded that the true and correct returns in this second 
primary should have been 1,184 votes for Mrs. Buchan and 1,131 votes 
for the plaintiff. The defendant board of elections thereupon undertook 
to change the returns to the extent indicated, and to declare Mrs. Buchan 
the nominee of her party as candidate for the office of register of deeds 
for Vance County. 7 

The illegality of the five yotes, which were in question before the 
county board of elections, is not admitted by the plaintiff, but he is here 
in this proceeding denying and challenging the power and authority of 
the defendant board to hear and to determine any such controversy. 
This is the only question before us for decision. 

Clearly, if said board has exceeded its authority, the plaintiff is 
entitled to the relief sought. Such was the effect of our holding in 
Johnston v. Board of Elections, 172 N. C., 162. From a perusal of the 
statutes on the subject, we think it is manifest that the county boards of 
elections have been vested with ministerial or administrative powers 
only, which consist of tabulating the returns in primary elections and 
forwarding same to the State Board of Elections, in instances where such 
is required, and, in case of nominations for county offices, forthwith in 
publishing and declaring the results, C. S., 6042. These returns may 
not be altered or changed by the county boards of elections unless there 
has been some error in addition or in filling out the blanks on the part 
of the judges and registrars in one or more of the several precincts, in 
which event they “shall be allowed access to the ballot boxes in such 
precincts to make a recount and declare the results.” C.S., 6048. 

With respect to the wisdom or impolicy of giving the county boards 
of elections the same power over the returns in primary elections as they 
have over the returns in a general election, we are not called upon to 
decide or to express any opinion. This is a question of policy which the 
Legislature alone may consider. Suffice it for us to say that, as the law 
is now written, no such power is vested in the county boards of elections 
in regard to the returns made by the judges and registrars of the several 
precincts in a primary election. On the contrary, such powers and 
duties appear to have been purposely withheld from said boards, and 
this evidently for reasons which seem to partake of the better part of 
wisdom. Finality in these matters must reside somewhere, and, under 
the primary law, by the express terms of the statute, the duty of passing 
upon the qualifications of those offering to vote in a given election has 
been vested in the local registrars and judges of election. C. S., 6031. 
No power of review, or other judicial authority, in primary elections, 
has been lodged in the county boards of elections. 

This question was discussed by Hoke, J., in Brown v. Costen, 176 
N. C., 66, from which we quote with slight variations to fit the par- 
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ticular facts in hand. The Legislature did not, and cid not intend to, 
vest the county boards of elections with power to enter upon an investi- 
gation of this character, but has referred the question chiefly involved, 
the right of an applicant to vote in the primary, to the decision of the 
election boards at the various precincts. The right to vote in a primary 
election, under express statutory provision, has been mede to depend not 
only upon the applicant’s status as a legal voter, but also upon his bona 
fide intent to affiliate with the party holding the primary. The law 
provides for the appointment of a registrar and judges of election in 
each precinct, who are required to act under the sanction of an official 
oath, and they may be indicted for willful neglect or feilure to perform 
their duties properly. Also, at the request of the chairman of any 
political party, provision is made for the selection of some elector of 
that party to attend and to witness the conduct of the primary as an 
additional guarantee of fair play. 

After a careful consideration and full debate of the question, the 
Legislature may have concluded that these local boards, or poll-holders, 
constitute the best tribunal that could be devised for determining the 
qualifications of a proposed voter. It may have considered, too, that, in 
an effort to ascertain the general expression of party electors in a legal- 
ized primary, it was well-nigh impracticable to enter upon an extended 
investigation of this kind before the county boards of elections, or any 
other tribunal, and have the same determined satisfactorily and in time 
to announce the rightful candidate before the general election. Of 
course, if a small number of votes may be challenged, then all may be 
challenged and the whole election may be called in question. 

But whatever considerations may have brought about the exact provi- 
sions of the primary law, it is stipulated in express terms (C. S., 6031) 
that, when the right of a proposed elector to vote in the primary of any 
party is challenged upon the ground that he does not affiliate with such 
party, or does not in good faith intend to support the candidates nomi- 
nated in said primary, his qualification and right to vote shall be 
referred for determination to the precinct registrar and judges of 
election. 

Thus, the matter having been committed to these local or precinct 
boards, and no power being conferred on the county boards of elections 
to supervise or to review their findings, except in case of “errors in 
tabulating returns or filling out blanks,” we must hold that the action of 
the defendant county board of elections in the instant case in under- 
taking to change the returns was without warrant of law, and that the 
plaintiff is entitled to have the same tabulated and the result forthwith 
published and declared. Moore v. Jones, 76 N. C., 182. 
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The suggestion that certain provisions of the general election law 
have been incorporated in and made a part of the primary law, giving 
the county boards of elections larger powers than above indicated, is 
without material significance on the present record, for, in those cases 
where this occurs, it is provided that such references shall have effect 
only when not inconsistent with the terms of the primary law itself. 
“Unless otherwise provided herein” is the language of the statute. The 
above provisions are clear and unambiguous; they have but little ground 
for construction or interpretation. 

On the record, plaintiff is entitled to the relief sought, and hence the 
judgment must be upheld. 

Affirmed. 


Crark, C. J., dissenting: Originally the county commissioners con- 
stituted the returning board of elections, and were only authorized to 
“proceed to add the number of votes returned, the person having the 
greatest number of yotes being the one elected.” B. R., ch. 52, sec. 21. 
On this it was held that “to add the number of votes returned” is a 
ministerial act. This statute is so plain that he who runs may read. 
Moore v. Jones, 76 N. C., 186. 

Later it was enacted that county canvassers shall open and canvass and 
judicially determine the returns and make abstracts, ete. The Code, 
sec. 2649. The person having the greatest number of legal votes for any 
office to be declared elected. Jbid., sec, 2699. This was held to give 
authority to determine the authenticity of the returns themselves, but 
not to pass upon the qualifications of voters. Peebles v. Comrs., 82 
N. C., 385, 

It was then enacted, Laws 1901, ch. 89, sec. 83, now C. S., 5986, that 
“the board of county canvassers shall have power and authority to 
judicially pass upon all facts relative to the election, and judicially 
determine and declare results of the same, and they shall also have power 
and authority to send for papers and persons and examine the same.” 

These progressive steps mark a steadily advancing public policy, look- 
ing to an authoritative and controlling supervision of elections, both 
general and primary. 

It will be noted that registrars and judges of election are not given 
judicial powers, except to “maintain order and to enforce obedience to 
their lawful commands during their sessions,” for which purpose only 
they are constituted inferior courts. C. S., 5977. 

Section 5986 has not received judicial interpretation, nor has sections 
6020 or 6047 as correlating the boards of canvassers had direct con- 
sideration from this Court. There is, however, recognition of the 
enlarged scope of their powers, by Hoke, J., speaking for the Court: 


84 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 





9 a a a ry 


ROWLAND ¥V. Board OF ELECTIONS. 


“Tf a second primary is to be ordered, much time may be required not 
only for holding the election, but for investigating the irregularities that 
may occur therein.” Johnston v. Board of Elections, 172 N. C., 167. 

“This development of public policy along the line of supervision and 
control indicates a distinet purpose to provide Joe from irregularities 
and illegalities through regular election agencies.” 

In Battle’s Revisal, supra, the dutv was limited to adding the figures 
and announeing their sum. In The Code the function was enlar ged to a 
eee determination of the returns. 

in €(. 8., 5986, the power and anthority of the county board are 
broadened to judicially pass upon all facts relative to the clection, not 
merely the returns, and to judicially determine and declare the results of 
the same. So that what the court below has held to be the whole duty 
of the board is stated by the Legislature to be in addition to the larger 
duty of passing upon “all facts” relative to the election. and there is the 
oo further judicial ee? of sending for “papers and persons” and 

“examining the same,’ 

It is contended by - defendant board of elections that under C. 
6020, entitled “Primary Governed by General Election Laws,” that me 
revisal of the precinct returns by the county board app-ies to primaries 
as well as to the election itself. 

The General Assembly seems to have thought that it would be better 
if the county board should have the same control in judicially determin- 
ing the result in a county, in a primary as well as in the election itself, 
for the title of section 6020, “Primary Goyerned by General Election 
Laws,” would scem to indicate as much, and the section itself reads as 
follows: “Tnless otherwise provided in this article, such primary elec- 
tions shall be conducted, us fur as practicable, in all things and in all 
details in accordance with the general election laws of this State, and 
all the provisions of this chapter and of other laws governing elections 
not meonsistent with this article shall apply as fully to such primary 
clections and the acts and things done thereunder as to general elections; 
and all acts made criminal if committed in connection with a general 
election shall likewise be criminal, with the same punishment, when 
committed in a primary election held hereunder.” The general election 
laws apply when not inconsistent, Brown v. Costen, 176 N. C., 63 

It seems reasonable that the statute, section 6020, should direct that 
the action of the precinct officers, who have no judicial function, should 
be passed upon by the county board of elections, which is vested with 
such authority, for in many counties the primary determines the result 
ot the election. 

After an election, the courts are vested with the judicial power upon a 
quo warranto to pass upon the result except as to members of the Legis- 
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lature. Bunt this not being statutory, the courts have no power to go 
behind the returns of the election board in a primary, and the action 
of the court in this case was therefore without authority of law. If the 
Superior Court had any jurisdiction over this board, the power is con- 
fined to ordering its members to reassemble and exercise its powers 
according to law. The court had no power to say what the judgment of 
the board of elections should be. Its jurisdiction is limited to requiring 
the board to complete its labors and perform purely ministerial acts. 
Johnston v. Board, 172 N. C., 162; Britt v. Board, ibid., 807. 

Certainly the court was without jurisdiction to compel the board of 
elections to reverse their findings and declare a specific person the candi- 
date of the Democratic Party where the right to nomination is in open 
controversy. This is fully discussed in Britt v. Board, supra, where 
the Court, citing Topping on Mandamus, holds “that in no case does the 
writ lie to compel a tribunal, judicial or administrative, to render any 
particular judgment or decision, or to set aside one already rendered, 
but only to enforce the performance of a ministerial or mandatory duty,” 
citing U. S. v. Seaman, 17 How. (U. S.), 225; Gaines v. Thompson, 7 
Wallace, 347, 

The pleadings in this case show that the board of elections refused to 
count three Republican votes, the illegality of which was not denied at 
a full hearing, at which both claimants of the nomination were present, 
after due notice, and represented by counsel. These illegal votes were 
sufficient to change the result of the primary, and the board of elections 
held that such illegal votes should not be allowed to determine the results 
of a Democratic primary. 

The county board of elections is authorized expressly by C. S., 5986, 
to “judicially pass upon all facts relative to the election, and to judi- 
cially determine and declare the result of the same,” and the board of 
elections of Vance was vested with the same power as to primary elec- 
tions by ©. S., 6020. They have done this, and declared Mrs, George T. 
Buchan the Democratic nominee for register of deeds, the court was 
without any authority to examine into the action of the board or direct 
them, as in this case, to declare another person the nominee of the 
Democratic Party in the primary. 

©. S., 6020, having thus given to the county election board the power 
and duty of revising and judicially determining the result of the precinct 
returns no statute authorizes the courts to go behind the decision of the 
county board. The law seems to be correctly summed up in the second 
head-note to Brown v. Costen, 176 N. C., 68, as follows: “Under the 
provisions of our primary law (Laws 1915, ch. 101), the right of a 
voter to cast his ballot therein depends not only upon his legal status, 
but upon the good faith of his intent to affiliate with the party holding 
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the primary, and his right in the latter respect is left to the determina- 
tion of the registrar and judges of election, without power vested in the 
courts to supervise or control their action; and, this being an inde- 
terminate political right, the decision of the county board must be con- 
sidered final, so far as the courts are concerned, when the primary has 
been held in all respects in accordance with the provisions of the statute.” 

The action of the board of elections in declaring the nominee of the 
party 1s not subject to review by the courts, but is only subject to the 
vote of the people at the ballot box. In my judgment, therefore, the 
action of the court was without authority, and should be reversed, and 
the decision of the board of elections should be held a finality, 





M. D. HARRISON vy. NORFOLK SOUTHERN RAILROAD COMPANY. 
(Filed 20 September, 1922.) 


1. Carriers of Passengers—Railroads—Care for Passengers—Rules—— 
Damages. 
It is the carrier's duty to its passenger to so enforce its reasonable 
rules of travel, that its employees will not subject the passengers to 
unnecessary assault, rudeness, or insult. 


2. Same—Assault—Abusive Language—Mental Suffering—Damages. 


Where the conductor of a carrier on a passenger train unnecessarily 
assaults, insults, and abuses a passenger, causing him pessonal injury and 
humiliation in the presence of his fellow-passengers, besides injuring his 
person, the passenger may recover damages for the injury to the person 
and to his feelings thereby caused. 


3. Carriers of Passengers—Railroads—Rules—Care for Passengers— 
Damages. 

It is a reasonable regulation of the carrier that its passenger occupy 
only the one seat for which he has paid, and it may in a proper manner 
enforce this rule without liability for damages, when the passenger has, in 
violation thereof, turned the back of the seat in front so that the seats 
faced each other, and reclined on one and placed his feet on the other. 


4. Same—Evidence. 

The plaintiff, in an action for damages against the carrier, was return- 
ing on the defendant’s train from a city wherein he had undergone a 
surgical operation, and a fellow-passenger, seeing his week condition, and 
to relieve his suffering, had turned two seats so as to face each other, so 
that the passenger could recline on one, with his feet on the other seat, 
seeing which, the conductor, in passing, suddenly and violently, and with- 
out notice, jerked the back of the seat whereon the plaintiff was sitting, 
causing him pain and suffering and the continued necessity for the injec- 
tion of an opiate for several weeks. Upon evidence that the conductor 
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knew the plaintiff, and his then physical condition, and that he was 
informed thereof at the time: Held, the jerking of the seat was an 
assault upon the plaintiff by the defendant’s conductor, for which the 
defendant was responsible in damages; and was also responsible for the 
insulting and abusive language he had used to the plaintiff in the presence 
of the other passengers in the coach, that was unnecessary under the 
circumstances. 
5. Appeal and Error—lInstructions—Objections and Exceptions. 


An exception to a part of the charge of the judge containing several 
phases of the law upon the evidence, one or more of which is correct, will 
not be sustained on appeal, it being required of the appellant to point out 
the portion of the charge that he claims to be erroneous. 

6. Same—Briefs—Rules of Court, 

The appellant’s brief must state the exception appearing of record he 
relied on, and assign the reason therefor, for the exception to be consid- 
ered. Rule 34 (164 N. C., 5851). 

7. Appeal and Error—Instructions—-Objections and Exceptions—Damages. 


The charge of the court that the plaintiff in a personal injury case may 
recover, as the proximate cause of the defendant railroad company’s 
negligence, for his pain, both physical and mental, is not objectionable as 
including “loss of bodily or mental power,” of which there was no evidence, 
and will not be held for error when it correctly applies to a different 
element of damages, 

8. Evidence—Sufficiency—Appeal and Error—aActions. 


The plaintiff's evidence will be taken as true in passing upon the defend- 
ant’s position that it was insufficient to prove his cause of action. 


AppraL by defendant from Horton, J., at April Term, 1922, of 
WASHINGTON. 

This is an action to recover damages for injuries to plaintiff, a pas- 
senger on one of the defendant’s trains, caused by the acts and conduct 
of the conductor. 

Plaintiff purchased a ticket from the defendant in Norfolk, Virginia, 
on 4 September, 1920, for transportation to his home in Roper, North 
Carolina, on the train known as “Norfolk-Belhaven train.” This was 
the only train running from Norfolk direct to Roper. This train did 
not carry a Pullman or sleeping car, nor did any other train leaving 
Norfolk for Roper. Plaintiff left St. Vincent’s Hospital on 4 Septem- 
ber, where he had undergone a severe operation for stone in the kidney, 
having had an incision nine inches long and four inches deep made In 
his back. The wound was partially healed, and was not giving the 
plaintiff any pain when he was discharged from the hospital and told 
to go home, but to be careful. He was in a very weak and feeble con- 
dition, having been confined to his bed three weeks immediately preced- 
ing his discharge. This train, on which plaintiff was a passenger, was 
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crowded when leaving Norfolk, and plaintiff shared a seat with one 
Dr. Fields, who helped him to make his position comforzable, on account 
of the crowded condition of the train, by allowing hin. to lean against 
him in a reclining position. On arriving at Elizabeth City, the smoking 
compartment of the car where plaintiff had been riding was practically 
vacated, over one-half of the seats being left vacant. ‘The plaintiff’s 
traveling companion, Dr. Fields, pushed two seats together and told this 
plaintiff to lay in a reclining position to prevent his wound being aggra- 
vated, and thereby get more ease and comfort. Plaintiff had been in 
this position about ten minutes when the conductor cam? up behind him 
and suddenly snatched the back of the seat he was leaning against, 
saying in a rough and loud voice, “Get up from here,” “Get up, we don’t 
allow this.” The doctor jumped up and said, “Hold on, conductor, this 
man has just been operated on, and is suffering. He has just left the 
hospital.” The conductor replied, “I can’t help that,’ and he (the 
conductor) snatched the seat back and went away saying, “Get over in 
the corner if you want to put your feet in the seat.” It was testified 
that the seats in the corner were occupied by a passenger and filled with 
suit-cases, The plaintiff testified that when the conductor jerked the 
seat it dazed him and he was dumfounded; also, that he was humiliated 
by the rough and loud language used by the conductor. Other passen- 
gers in the car heard him. Plaintiff testified that he suffered great 
pain all the way to Roper, and that his suffering continued for about 
two weeks thereafter. That his wound was aggravated, he having to 
stand in the aisle of the car and recline on the arm of the seat, by the 
jerks and snatches of the train. Plaintiff testified further: “I had to 
stand up and sit on the arm of the seat, and anywhere else I could get 
ease In standing and reclining on the arm of the seat. My pain was 
aggravated by the train snatching me around. One-half of the seats in 
this compartment were vacant. When we got to Roper I was hurting 
pretty bad, and suffering a good deal, and nothing woulc. help me but a 
hypodermic. This suffering continued about two weeks. I did not have 
any pain when I left the hospital. The reason I did not send for a 
physician, I knew he would give me a hypodermic and I had had a 
hundred already. The reason I did not take a sleeper, the sleeper leaves 
Norfolk at night, arrives at Mackeys about 2 o’clock in the night, and 
I would have to drive over the country roads four or five miles in a 
buggy or car to Roper. This is the only sleeping car leaving Norfolk 
for this county. They have a chair car on the train leaving Norfolk 
at nine, some time in the morning, for Mackeys.” The conductor testi- 
fied: “I have been employed by the Norfolk Southern for twenty years. 
I was raised in Roper and now live in Norfolk. I know Mr. Harrison, 
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the plaintiff in this action; know his family well. The plaintiff Harri- 
son was a passenger on my train in September, 1920, going from Norfolk 
to Roper. I remember the day. After leaving Elizabeth City, several 
of the seats were vacant, and he turned two seats facing each other, and 
I caused him to turn them back. I don’t remember offering him the 
opportunity to take other seats facing each other. I don’t think he 
made any complaint about not being able to find a seat. I don’t think 
I was rude to him or insulted him, JI remember when the plaintiff went 
to Norfolk. I knew the plaintiff when I saw him, and when he went 
to Norfolk on my train he told me he was going for an operation. I 
saw him on my train on 4 September returning from Norfolk. I did 
not inguire about his physical condition, I knew him asa boy. I am 
46 years old. When I came back and found him lying in a reclining 
position, I knew he had been to the hospital. J don’t remember that I 
asked him how he felt, but when I saw his feet on the other side, I told 
him to get them off. He is not the only one I have told so. I tried to 
use good language; I do not use bad language. I do object to people 
riding in the train and putting their feet all over the seats that other 
people have to sitin. I didn’t like to see seat hogs. I like to see people 
respect the rights of others. I don’t recall or say that Mr. Harrison 
was a seat hog.” 

There was other evidence bearing more or less upon the case, but it 
is not necessary to state it, as that already set forth is substantially 
sufficient for an understanding of the questions presented. 

The jury returned the following verdict: 

“1, Was the plaintiff injured, humiliated, and insulted by the wrong- 
ful conduct of the defendant, as alleged in the complaint? Answer: 
“Yes,” 

“2. Tf so, what damage, if any, is the plaintiff entitled to recover of 
the defendant? Answer: ‘$1,000, ” 

Judgment thereon, and defendant appealed. 


Van B. Martin for plaintiff. 
Small, MacLean, Bragaw & Rodman and Z. V. Norman for defendant. 


WaLxer, J. In the consideration of this case, upon the facts disclosed 
by the pleadings and evidence, we may in the beginning refer to certain 
principles in the law of Carriers of Passengers which have been approved 
by this Court in White v. BR. &., 115 N. C., 681. The Court there holds 
that the liability of the defendant rests upon the obligation of the 
carrier not only to carry his passengers safely, but to protect them from 
illtreatment of other passengers, intruders, or employees. ‘Kindness 
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and decency of demeanor is a duty not limited to the oficers, but extends 
to the crew.” (Judge Story, m Chamberlain v. Chandley, 3 Mason, 242.) 
Passengers do not contract merely for ship-room or car-room and trans- 
portation from one point to another; they also contract for good treat- 
ment and against personal rudeness and interference with their persons, 
either by the carrier or his agents employed in the management of the 
conveyance. In respect to such treatment of passengers, not merely 
officers, but the crew, are agents of the carriers. 2 Wood Railway Law, 
p. 315. “It 1s among the implied provisions of the ecntract between a 
passenger and a railway company that the latter has employed suitable 
servants to run its trains, and that passengers will receive proper treat- 
ment from them; and a violation of this implied duty or contract is 
actionable in favor of the passenger injured by its breach, although the 
act of the servant was willful and malicious, as for a malicious assault 
upon a passenger, committed by any of the train hands, whether within 
the line of his employment or not. The duty of the carrier towards a 
passenger is contractual, and, among other implied obligations, is that 
of protecting a passenger from insults or assaults by other passengers, 
or by their own servants.” Many authorities are cited (in White v. 
R. #., supra) to sustain this doctrine. And the following statement of 
the law relating to the rights of passengers and the duty and responsi- 
bilities of carriers has been sanctioned in this and in other jurisdictions. 
A common carrier is liable in damages to a passenger for an injury to 
his feelings caused by the insulting, indecent, or abusive language, or 
indecent or insulting conduct of its employees, whether conductors, 
motormen, ticket agents, or other employees, upon the ground of a 
breach of its contract which obligates it not only to safely transport the 
passenger, but to accord to him respectful and courteous treatment, and 
to protect him from insult from strangers and its own employees. And 
the rule applies, although the carrier does not authorize or ratify such 
conduct, and was not negligent in selecting the employee. . . . The 
obligation of a carrier to use due diligence through its servants to protect 
its passengers from injury and abuse 1s equivalent to a guaranty that 
such injury and abuse shall not come from its servants themselves. A 
carrier is absolutely liable as an insurer for the protection of passengers 
against assaults and insults at the hands of its servants, unless the 
passenger alone is the cause of the trouble. . . . The duty of a 
carrier to carry passengers safely and expeditiously, and to conserve, by 
every reasonable means, the convenience, comfort, and peace of the 
passengers, rests on 1ts agents, who must protect each passenger from 
bodily discomfort, insult, indignities, and personal violence, and the 
carrier is liable because of a violation of the duty he owes to passengers. 
Moore on Carriers, vol. 2, p. 1175, and cases to be found in the notes, 
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It was said in Rose v. R. R., 106 N. C., 168,171: “A railway com- 
pany cannot be held liable to answer in damages because its servant, who 
ig required to collect fares and protect it against imposition by expelling 
those who have not paid in the time that elapses between stations that 
are often but a short distance apart, informs a husband in a brusque 
manner, in the presence of his wife, whose head is resting on a pillow, 
that they must pay or get off, and, after waiting until the train reaches 
the next station, says, in a decided or rude tone, that they must get off. 
The language was certainly such as was the right, if not the duty, of 
the conductor to use, and the defendant cannot be held responsible for 
his failure, in the hurry of the moment, to modulate his voice so as to 
make it soft or gentle, especially when he was giving a command in the 
line of his duty, which the plaintiffs had shown themselves loath to 
obey.” 

There may appear to be some conflict between Rose v. RK. R., supra, 
and the other authorities, including the case of White v. A. £#., supra, 
but we deem it more apparent than real. In the Rose case, the plaintiffs 
were loath to obey the conductor’s command to pay their fare, or get 
off the train. They did not comply with his demand for the fare, which 
he had made at first, in a proper tone and respectful manner, and with- 
out rudeness of conduct or brusqueness of behavior. As they still defied 
him up to the time they reached the next station, he then, using a more 
“decided or rnde tone,” told them, “You must get off here.’ The con- 
ductor, in that instance, was considerate and even courteous, until the 
situation required that he should be more peremptory. This change of 
manner or tone of voice on his part, and his general demeanor, under 
very trying and aggravating circumstances, seems to have been justified, 
or, at least, provoked by the inexcusable conduct of the two passengers, 
who should have known the rule or regulation of the carrier, and will- 
fully refused or failed to comply with it. That case and this one are 
quite different, for here the plaintiff did nothing which should have 
aroused the anger of the conductor and caused him to act not only in a 
rude and insolent manner, but, on the contrary, the plaintiff was guilty 
of no willful misconduct, but only of a technical violation of a rule by 
resting his feet on the seat in front of him so that he could recline on 
his own seat and thus rest and ease his wounded body. A mere sugges- 
tion from the conductor, made in a moderate or usual tone of voice, 
would have accomplished his object and enforced the rule, if it existed, 
there being no evidence of it save what may be inferred from the remark 
the conductor made when he rudely and violently ordered the plaintiff 
to remove his feet from the opposite seat. But the jury could have 
found from the evidence that the conductor did more than this, and that 
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he committed an assault upon the plaintiff, when he, not only peevishly 
and petulantly, but violently, jerked the seat on which he was reclining 
and compelled him suddenly and without any warning to sit upright, 
which caused him to suffer pain and discomfort, owing to the suddenness 
of the unexpected command, and particularly by the violent jerking of 
the seat which forced the plaintiff to do so. But this is not all, as the 
conductor admitted in his testimony that he knew of the plaintiff’s weak 
and feeble condition consequent upon the severe and serious operation 
which had been performed but a short while before, as he had been told 
by the plaintiff, while on his way to the hospital to have it done, what 
was the object of his visit to Norfolk, If such a rule of the company 
had been adopted, as is now relied on, and was a reasonable one, it 
certainly was not intended to be enforced in such a harsh manner, 
especially so under the circumstances. There seems to have been no 
occasion for it, as there were vacant seats in the coach, and no passenger 
was put to any inconvenience or discomfort by the plaintiff’s using the 
two seats as he did. Plaintiff testified that he suffered 30 much physical 
pain afterwards, and for two or three weeks, that he was compelled to 
use injections of morphine to relieve his suffering, and this was not good 
for him, as he had taken one hundred in the hospital, and wished to 
avoid the further use of it. We cannot well account for the rudeness 
of the conductor’s language and manner of addressing the plaintiff, nor 
the brusqueness of his behavior, to state it mildly, whea more moderate 
and temperate language and conduct on his part would have fully 
sufficed for his purpose. We follow Rose v. R. R., supra, it being a 
correct statement of the law as applied to the facts of that case, but it 
clearly does not govern here, upon quite a different state of facts. It 
was held in Cole v. Atlanta, etc., R. R. Co., 102 Ga., 474, that mere 
rudeness of language or brusqueness of behavior on the part of the 
servant will not be such an injury to the passenger as o entitle him to 
recover damages. Of course, if the servant of the carvier acts only in 
justifiable self-defense, as against an assault by the passenger, the carrier 
will not be hable; but no provocation, consisting in mere insulting lan- 
guage, will excuse an assault, nor will the fact that the passenger is 
refusing to comply with a regulation of the carrier justify the servant 
in using violence not proper nor necessary for the enforcement of the 
regulation. If the conductor, without provocation, uses opprobious 
words and abusive and offensive language, tending to cause a breach of 
the peace or to humiliate the passenger, and adds force or violence to it, 
and subject him to mortification, the carrier is liable in damages. But, 
in our case, more than this was done, as the plaintiff by the unnecessary 
rough handling of the conductor was made suddenly to change his posi- 
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tion without notice of the intention of the conductor, when milder action 
on the latter’s part, and mere notice to the plaintiff, or a simple request 
from the conductor, would have produced the desired result. We con- 
clude that the evidence in this case brings it within the rules of the law 
as formerly stated by us. 

While a carrier may make reasonable regulations as to the conduct 
of its business and the running of its trains, this Court has said that “the 
authorities are to the effect that a degree of attention beyond that due 
to ordinary passengers should be bestowed on those affected with a dis- 
ability by which the hazards of travel are increased; the sick, lame, and 
infirm are entitled to more care and attention from those in charge of a 
car than those in full possession of their strength and faculties.” Clark 
v. Traction Co., 188 N. C., 82; Croom v. Railroad, 52 Minn., 296; 
Sheridan v. Railroad, 86 N. Y., 39. Plaintiff said that the jerk of the 
conductor was so violent that it dazed and “dumfounded” him, and that 
he was hurt and greatly humiliated by his conduct and the indignity 
he put upon him, as the passengers saw and heard what took place. For 
these wrongs he was entitled to recover damages, which could embrace 
his mental suffering and humiliation and other compensatory damages. 

The defendant complains that the court charged the jury that, as a 
part of the damages, they could award compensation “for the loss of both 
bodily and mental power,” whereas there was no evidence of such loss. 
The exception was taken to the entire instruction on damages, which was 
composed of several elements, that quoted above being but one of them. 
The court certainly stated some of the elements correctly, and in such a 
case the appellant is required to be more definite in his exception, and 
to point out the particular part of the instruction alleged to be erroneous, 
and in his brief he must state the exceptions in the record on which he 
relies, and assign the reasons therefor, otherwise they will be deemed as 
abandoned. Rule 34 (164 N. C., 551). The only part of the exception 
reserved in the brief is this: “The court charged the jury that the plain- 
tiff was entitled to recover for all pain he had suffered, both mental and 
physical,” but this is far from including “loss of bodily and mental 
power,” and refers to a different element of damages; so that even if 
there was no evidence of such a loss, the defendant cannot avail itself 
of it under the rule of this Court. We do not say that there was such 
evidence, and are not required to say so. 

The fault of the conductor was in coming up behind the plaintiff and 
rudely and roughly “snatching his seat,” so that he was compelled, in his, 
weak and feeble condition, to change his position suddenly, and, neces- 
sarily, with pain and discomfort to him, and this the conductor must 
have known, or should have known, from what he admitted in his own 
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testimony as to his seeing the plaintiff on his way to the hospital to 
undergo a severe operation and knowing his then condition. It does not 
appear that any passenger needed the seat occupied by the plaintiff, as 
there were vacant seats in the car, nor does it appear that plaintiff’s 
use of the seat was, in any way, actually injurious to it, or left it 
uncleanly, so as to prevent its convenient and comfortable use by others. 
Rules and regulations of the company should not only be reasonable in 
themselves, but enforced reasonably, and not with excessive rudeness and 
violence. “If an unattended person who is so sick, aged, or otherwise 
infirm as to be unable to assist or care for himself, be accepted as a 
passenger (as was done here), the carrier, if he has notice of the pas- 
senger’s condition, is bound to exercise for his safety a degree of Gare 
commensurate with the responsibility assumed, and that would be such 
care as would be reasonably necessary to protect him from injury in view 
of his physical or mental condition.” 2 Hutchison on Carriers, p. 1140. 

“While as a general rule a carrier of passengers is not bound to antici- 
pate or to guard against an injurious result which would happen only 
to a person of peculiar sensitiveness, yet there are numerous decisions 
to the effect that a sick or aged person, a delicate woman, a lame man, 
or a child, or one not in full possession of his faculties, is entitled to 
more attention and care from a carrier than one in ood health and 
under no disability, and that where physical or mental weakness or dis- 
ability is apparent to, or is brought to the attention of the carrier, the 
high degree of care which the law imposes upon him requires the carrier 
to take notice of the disability and conduct himself accordingly.” 4 
R. CO. L., sec. 594. 

Here the conductor knew of plaintiff’s condition, when he first saw 
him, and must have known that he had just submitted to a severe opera- 
tion before he entered the car. If not, he was immediately notified by 
Dr. Fields of his serious and weakened condition. In Weighman v. 
Railway Co., 70 Miss., 563, it was held that the carrier, after having 
been informed of the passenger’s condition, was bound to treat him 
humanely and with consideration; that while it was not bound to receive 
the passenger in such condition upon its train, yet having done so with 
knowledge of his disability or of his inability to care for himself, it was 
liable for having failed to exercise due care to protect him from injury. 

We must not be understood as holding, in this case, that a carrier 
may not limit a passenger to a single seat, so that he will not occupy 
more room than he has paid for, because such a rule would be reason- 
able, but it must be enforced reasonably and with due regard to the 
dictates of humanity, so that the passenger may be accorded proper and 
respectful treatment, and not be unnecessarily injured by excessive force 
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applied in attempting to compel obedience to the rule, and surely so, 
where a simple request from the conductor, it appears, would have been 
sufficient, in the particular instance, to accomplish the end in view. 
There was, here, not even a plausible excuse for supposing that such a 
request would not have been instantly complied with, and we may safely 
venture to assert that no carrier would have complained of its conductor 
if he had waived the technical violation of the rule in this case, under 
the circumstances, which were known to him. Still, the rule was a valid 
one, and the fault is all with the manner of its enforcement, and the 
consequent physical, and even mental, injury to the plaintiff, for it was 
caleulated to humiliate him, in the presence of the other passengers, 
besides causing him pain and suffering. Surely the law does not permit 
or sanction such conduct as that of the conductor when, as it appears, 
other and milder methods were plainly open and available to him. 

We must accept the plaintiff’s evidence as true in deciding the ques- 
tion whether he has offered any to prove his cause of action, and thus 
considered, we are of the opinion that there was some evidence for the 
jury, and it appears from it that the conductor enforced the rule, if one 
existed, with undue severity, under the circumstances, and so as to give 
plaintiff a right to this action for the wrong. 

There was no error in the trial of the case, and we must, therefore, 
affirm the judgment. 

No error. 





ELIJAH GRAY v. GUS DAVIS Aanp WIFE. 
(Filed 27 September, 1922.) 


1. Betterments—Equity—~Damages—-Ejectment—Mortgages— Purchasers 
—Sales. 

In an action of ejectment there was evidence tending to show that the 
illegitimate daughter of the owner of lands was induced by her father to 
build a dwelling upon a certain three acres under her father’s promise of 
a gift thereof; but that thereafter, the father becoming mad with her, he 
agreed with the plaintiff that the latter should bid in the land at a sale 
under mortgage he had given, and hold title for him, the mortgagor, which 
was accordingly done at a grossly inadequate price, the transaction 
between the father and the daughter having been with the plaintiff’s 
knowledge: Held, the defendants, the daughter and her husband, under 
a favorable verdict and proper instructions, were entitled to recover in 
equity the increase in value to the lands caused by the improvements they 
had placed thereon, without reduction for the rental value of such 
improvements, for the time they had occupied the dwelling. Albea v. 
Griffin, 22 N. C., 9, cited and applied. 
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2. Same—Notice—Evidence. 


In this action of ejectment, to hold the purchaser at a foreclosure sale 
liable in equity for improvements the defendants had placed on the mort- 
gagor’s lands, the evidence is held sufficient that the plaintiff had pur- 
chased for the mortgagor with notice or knowledge of the defendants’ 
equitable claim. 

3. Same—Declarations of Purchaser—Deeds and Conveyances—tTitle. 


Where there is evidence sufficient to show that the plaintiff, in eject- 
ment, bought the lands through a purchaser at a foreclosure sale for the 
mortgagor, subject to the defendants’ equitable claim for improvements 
thereon, it was competent for the defendant to testify that the purchaser 
told her, before he had made the deed to the plaintiff, that he had bought 
it for the mortgagor, it being in derogation of his title under which the 
plaintiff claimed, contradictory of the purchaser’s affidavit and in cor- 
roboration of the inadequacy of the consideration paid, and the other 
evidence in this case tending to show the entire transaction. 


AppraL by both parties from Bond, J., at May Term, 1922, of 
BEAUFORT. 

This was an action of ejectment by plaintiff, who had taken a deed 
from one Judkins, who, the defendants alleged, at the instance of Morgan 
Farrow, had bought the land in for Farrow at a mortgage sale under a 
mortgage executed by Farrow. The defendants admitted the plaintiff’s 
paper title, but contended they had built the house and put other perma- 
nent improvements on 3 acres of the land at the instance of Farrow, and 
upon a verbal contract by him to convey this 3 acres to the feme defend- 
ant, the illegitimate daughter of Farrow, and alleged that plaintiff held 
under Morgan Farrow, with notice of their equity, ard for a grossly 
inadequate consideration. The jury so found, and the plaintiff ap- 
pealed. The defendants also appealed. 


Small, MacLean, Bragaw & Rodman and W. C. Rodman for plaintiff. 
Ward & Grimes for defendants. 


Crark, C. J. The defendants contend upon the evidence that they 
were accumulating a little lumber on a nook of land with a view to 
building a house to live in when the defendant, Morgan Farrow, passed 
along one day and saw the feme defendant at the spot, who was his 
illegitimate daughter; that he told her that he had never done anything 
for her, but wished to do something, and not to build the house there, 
but to build it on his land, on the three acres in questior., and he would 
give her a deed for it; that she related the promise to her husband, and 
acting upon it, they moved the lumber, built the house, and lived in it 
for eight years; that, after the house and improvements were finished, 
Morgan Farrow fell out with his daughter upon some pretext and 
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brought summary proceedings in ejectment against her. There was 
evidence that the defendants built the house at a cost of $1,000; that 
Morgan Farrow passed there nearly every morning while the building 
was going on, and often repeated to his daughter that he would give her 
a deed when the house was finished; that he fell out with her about 
the purchase of some chairs, and he ordered her out and brought an 
action in the magistrate’s court; that at that time the plaintiff Gray was 
present and heard the evidence. The justice of the peace dismissed the 
action. Morgan Farrow had executed a mortgage upon the entire tract 
of 22 acres, and under it, it was bought by one Judkins, and there was 
testimony that he stated that he bought the land for Morgan Farrow. 
Subsequently, he conveyed it to the plaintiff Gray, and there was evi- 
dence that the land was greatly in excess of the alleged price that Gray 
paid for it. 

The court charged the jury, at request of defendants: 

“(1) If you find from the evidence that Morgan Farrow agreed to 
convey the land to the defendants, and that the said Farrow listed the 
land for taxes after the deed to Gray, and that he has been working on 
the land since that time, and that the value of the land conveyed to Gray 
was greatly in excess of the alleged purchase price, you should consider 
all these circumstances in determining whether said Gray is a purchaser 
for value. 

“(9) That the circumstance that the plaintiff never saw the land 
before he bought it, and not until the month afterwards did he go to look 
at it, both of which were testified to by the plaintiff, are to be considered 
by you on the question whether he is a purchaser for value, and even 
though he may have actually paid to Judkins the money recited in the 
deed, this would not constitute him a purchaser for value, if he agreed 
with Morgan Farrow to hold the title for him and to convey to him later 
upon repayment of said money. 

“(3) If you find that the plaintiff had an agreement with Morgan 
Farrow that he was to take deed for the land, but he was to hold back a 
part of the purchase price until the defendants were gotten out of 
possession, then the plaintiff would not be a purchaser for value.” 

The court also charged the jury: ‘Issue one is, ‘Were the defendants 
Davis and wife induced to put valuable improvements on the 3-acre tract 
in dispute by the promise on the part of Morgan Farrow that if they 
would do so he would make them a deed in fee for same?’ Davis and 
wife allege that is the reason they built the house on the land. The 
burden is upon Davis and wife to show that fact by the greater weight 
or preponderance of the evidence. If they have done so, it will be your 
duty to answer the issue ‘Yes.’ If they have failed to do so, it will be 
your duty to answer ‘No.’” 
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The court also charged the jury: “The second issue is, ‘If so, to what 
extent, if any, was the value of said three-acre piece increased by reason 
of such improvements? The burden is upon Davis and wife to show 
what improvements they put on the land, and the enhanced value of the 
land, not what it cost them to erect the improvements, bit how much has 
the value of the three acres been enhanced by reason of the improvements; 
that 1s, what is the difference between the value of the land since the 
improvements were put on it and the value if the imprcvements had not 
been put on. The burden is on Davis and wife to show by the greater 
weight or preponderance of the evidence to what extent they have in- 
creased the value of the land by reason of the improvements; in other 
words, whatever you find by the greater weight or preponderance of the 
evidence to have been the increased value of the land, it will be your 
answer to the second issue.” 

The court also charged: “The third issue is, ‘If the promise and 
improvements had been made before the time Elijah Gray got the deed 
for said 3 acres, did he have knowledge or notice of same?’ That is, if 
Morgan Farrow induced Davis and wife to put the building on the land 
by promising to make them a deed in fee for it, and by reason thereof 
they put the house and improvements on the land and increased its value 
when Elijah Gray got the deed for the land from sale made under mort- 
gage, did he know or have knowledge of any protest, by the following up 
of which he could have ascertained that the promise had been made by 
Morgan Farrow, and that was the reason the improvements had been 
put on the land. The defendants allege that Gray had notice, and the 
burden is on them to show that Elijah Gray had knowledge or notice of 
the same; if they have done so, and you so find by the greater weight or 
preponderance of the evidence, you will answer the third issue ‘Yes’; if 
they have failed to do so, you will answer ‘No.’ ” 

“The fourth issue is, ‘Did Elijah Gray purchase said land for value?’ 
That is, did he pay a reasonably fair price for it; not what it is worth 
now, or was worth 1, 2, or 3 years ago. Did he pay a reasonable price 
for it at the time that he bought it at the mortgage sale on 1 December, 
1919% If so, you are to restrict your investigation to that date in order 
to ascertain if Elijah Gray purchased said land for value. Defendants 
contend that a man who purchases a piece of property for such a low 
price as that any person knows that it is not a reasonably fair price for 
the property bought that would not be sufficient in its value to constitute 
aman a purchaser for value. In order to make a man a purchaser for 
value, he doesn’t have to pay such a price as some man might have an 
opinion as to what its value might be, but only such sum as is a reason- 
ably fair price for the property at the time he buys it. The plaintiff 
Gray contends that he is a purchaser for value; the defendants Davis 
and wife contend that he is not. 
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“TWpon these contentions the law says that the burden is on Elijah 
Gray to show by the greater weight or preponderance of evidence that he 
was a purchaser for value. If he has done so by the greater weight or 
preponderance of evidence, the burden being on the man Gray to show 
that your answer to the fourth issue should be ‘Yes, that he purchased 
said land for value’; if he fails so to do, it is your duty to answer the 
fourth issue ‘No.’ ” 

The court further charged: “Davis and wife contend that you ought to 
find by the evidence that this land was promised them by Morgan 
Farrow; that he was her father, she being his illegitimate child; that 
she and her husband put a certain house on the land, and that he, 
Morgan, being the owner of the land at the time would make them a deed 
in fee simple for the 3 acres of land on which the house was put; that 
they complied with the agreement by building the house, and thereaiter 
some dispute arose between Morgan Farrow and his alleged daughter, 
and she alleges he got mad, and that he then abandoned the idea, after 
they had spent money putting the house on the land, to convey them the 
land by deed, and that he receded from his promise, which they contend 
he had made; that they had put the house on the land, which cost them, 
as they contend, some $700 or $800—LI believe that is the contention they 
make now; and they contend further that Elijah Gray knew that he had 
made this promise by reason of the fact, the defendants contend, that 
when Morgan Farrow started suit to put Davis and wife out, when 
the papers were publicly read in the suit that Elijah Gray was present 
and heard the papers read, and that therefore before he got any deed he 
had notice of the fact that the defendants were claiming this land, that 
they had spent money in improvements on the land, and that the land 
had been promised to them by Morgan Farrow, which induced them to 
go on the land and put the improvements thereon.” 

The court also stated to the jury the contentions of Gray that they 
should not find that he had any knowledge of the agreement between 
Morgan Farrow and the defendants, if any, in consequence of which 
they placed these improvements upon the land; that he purchased for 
fair value and without any agreement to hold the same for Morgan 
Farrow. The evidence and the charge are somewhat prolix, but the 
above is a substantial statement of the points in controversy. 

The jury found upon the issues submitted that the defendants Davis 
and wife were induced to put valuable improvements on the 3-acre tract 
in dispute by a promise on the part of Morgan Farrow that if they did 
do so he would make a deed in fee to the feme defendant for the same, 
and that by reason of the improvements which the defendants put thereon 
the land was increased in value $550, and that the plaintiff Elijah Gray 
had knowledge of said promise and improvements at the time he pur- 
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chased from Judkins after the mortgage sale; that he did not purchase 
said land for value; and that the fair rental value per year since Davis 
and wife have been in possession of said 3 acres (8 years) was $40 per 
year, and thereupon the court entered judgment that the plaintiff was 
entitled to possession of all the lands described in the complaint (as to 
which the defendants did not assert ownership or possession), and 
should recover the entire tract, but as to the 3 acres of land the defend- 
ants should recover from the plaintiff the sum of $550, being the en- 
hanced value of the land by reason of the improvements placed on said 
three acres by the defendants as found by the jury, less the rental value 
($320) of said 3 acres for the time (8 years) the defendants had been 
In possession thereof; and upon default in payment of the $230 balance 
within ninety days, the said 3 acres, with the improvements thereon, shall 
be sold, after due advertisement, as required by law in such cases, and 
out of the proceeds of the sale there shall be paid the defendants the 
sum of $230, with interest from the date of the judgment. 

The issues found by the jury bring the case within the rule of equity 
laid down by Gaston, J., in Albea v. Griffin, 22 N. C., 9. See, also, 
citations at the end of that case in the Anno. Ed., ana the subsequent 
cases of Ballard v. Boyette, 171 N. C., 24, and Ferrell v. Mining Co., 176 
N. O., 475. 

The plaintiff excepted to the charge above set out because the court did 
not charge the jury as prayed that if they believed the evidence to find 
that Gray did not have notice at the time of his purchase of the land that 
the improvements had been made by the defendants under a promise 
from Farrow that he would make them a title to the land. There was 
conflicting evidence upon which the jury were justified in finding as 
they did. 

The plaintiff excepted to the answer of feme defendant that Judkins, 
after he bought the land, told her that he bought it for Morgan Farrow. 
This was a statement by plaintiff’s grantor, in derogation of his title, 
while he held it, before conveyance to plaintiff, and is in contradiction 
to Judkins’ affidavit, filed in this case, that though he knew defendant 
nad been in possession, he knew nothing about the title, and is corrobora- 
tive of the evidence as to the inadequacy of consideration, knowledge of 
the promise by Farrow to feme defendant, and other circumstances put 
in evidence by defendants to show the entire transaction. The other 
exceptions to evidence do not require discussion. 

The defendants excepted that under the charge of the court the jury 
assessed against the defendants the rental value of the building which 
they had put upon the premises. The plaintiff was not entitled to rent 
for the buildings which had been placed upon the 3 acres as the jury 
find, under agreement with the owner that he would make a deed to 
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them for the premises. The plaintiff, according to the verdict of the 
jury, stands in the shoes of Morgan Farrow, having bought with knowl- 
edge of the promise made by Morgan Farrow to the defendants. There 
being no conveyance of the property to the defendants, the plaintiff 
claiming under Morgan Farrow is entitled to recover the premises upon 
payment of the increased value put upon the land by the improvements 
which Morgan Farrow had induced the defendants to make, but the 
plaintiff was not entitled to recover rent for the buildings which had 
been put upon the land by the defendants for their own use under such 
promise. 

The judgment should be reformed by striking out the deduction of 
the rental value for the three acres of land of $40 per year during the 
time the defendants were in possession thereof. It does not appear that 
there was any profit derived by the defendants from the use of said 3 
acres beyond the use of the house and improvements. As thus modified, 
the judgment will be, 

On the defendants’ appeal, modified. 

On the plaintiff’s appeal, no error. 





J. J. JOHNSON y. ATLANTIC COAST LINE RAILROAD COMPANY. 
(Filed 27 September, 1922.) 


1. Damages—Consequential Damages—Contracts—Breach—Tort. 


Consequential damages awarded in an action for breach of contract 
must be such as may fairly have been in the contemplation of the parties 
at the time the contract was made; and in tort arising therefrom, such as 
must be the natural and proximate consequence of the act complained of, 
and as naturally arising, according to the usual course of things, from 
the breach of the contract, in the absence of malice, fraud, oppression, or 
evil intent; and these damages are practically the same whether they 
arise either by breach of contract or in the tort resulting therefrom. As 
to whether the time of the application of the principle is the same as to 
actions arising from breach of the contract, and the tort committed, 
quere, the question not being presented by the facts of this case. 


2, Damages—Contracts—Torts—Duty of Injured Party. 


The party damaged by either a breach of contract or in tort therein 
arising is required to do what he can in the exercise of a reasonable care 
and diligence to avoid or lessen the consequence of the wrong, and for 
any part of the loss incident to such failure no recovery can be had. 


8. Same—Carriers of Goods—Railroads—Hjecting Passenger. 


A passenger wrongfully ejected from the defendant carrier's passenger 
train is not entitled to recover consequential damages in his action for the 
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loss of his rights and consequent profits under a coatract he had made 
with a third person, of which the carrier was unaware, and caused by 
the failure of the passenger to meet an appointment with laborers at his 
destination, necessary to the performance of his contract. 


AppreaL by defendant from Horton, J., at January Term, 1922, of 
WASHINGTON. 

Plaintiff J. J. Johnson boarded the defendant’s train on 10 July, 
1920, at Bowden, N. C., en route to Norfolk, Va., having purchased a 
ticket at Bowden to Rocky Mount. He was ejected from the train by 
the conductor at Dudley, N. C., for failure to produce his ticket. The 
jury found that the ejection was wrongful, and answered the issue as to 
compensatory damages $1,000. 

Exceptions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 are taken to the admission of 
certain evidence showing that the plaintiff had a logging contract with 
the Rowland Lumber Company, that he had an appointment to meet cer- 
tain laborers in Norfolk, Va., and bring them to Bowden, N. C., to be 
hired by him for the purpose of performing the said logging contract, 
and that he was en route to Norfolk when he was ejected from the train 
of the defendant. That his contract depended upon the services of these 
laborers, and if he failed to keep the work going he would lose his job. 
That on account of being ejected from the train he missed his appoint- 
ment, lost his men, and his contract with said lumber company was 
canceled. 

The court submitted two issues to the jury, which were answered as 
follows: 

“1, Did the defendant wrongfully eject the plaintiff from its train, as 
alleged in the complaint? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“Tf so, what damage, if any, has the plaintiff sustained thereby? 
Answer : ‘$1,000.’ ” 

The court charged the jury as to certain elements of damage, such as 
humiliation, mental anguish, bodily pain, the loss of time and money, 
and then gave the following instruction: ‘And in addition to that, he 
was a man who had a contract on which he was making $300 a week 
clear profit by carrying men over to the Rowland Lumber Company 
and logging and digging railroads for them; that he had an engagement 
in the city of Norfolk that night and left Bowden intending to go there 
and fill that engagement and get those men and carry them back so he 
could continue to make $300 a week, and by reason of the fact that he 
was wrongfully ejected from this train, he was caused to lose a good 
deal of time, which made him lose this engagement in Norfolk, and by 
so doing these men were scattered and he couldn’t round them up, and 
that fact caused him to lose his contract with the Rowland Lumber 
Company, and he lost a great deal of money, loss of profit and time and 
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money, all as he contends, naturally and reasonably and properly flowing 
from the wrongful conduct of defendant towards him, and that when 
you sum up all these elements of damages that he is entitled to—com- 
pensatory damages—that you ought to find some large amount, around 
$3,000.” And again, in that connection, the court gave the following 
charge to the jury: “As to this issue of damages, the court charges you 
that if the plaintiff has satisfied you by the evidence, and by its greater 
weight, that he is entitled to damages, he is entitled to recover as actual 
or compensatory damages a fair and just compensation for all loss that 
he has sustained that naturally flows from the wrongful conduct, if you 
find from the evidence, and the greater weight thereof, that the same 
was caused wrongfully by the defendant towards him. This would in- 
clude loss of time and personal inconvenience, if any, and any financial 
and pecuniary loss, if any. If you find from the evidence, and by its 
greater weight, that the conduct of the defendant was wrongful in eject- 
ing him from the train, you will answer this issue whatever amount you 
are satisfied from the evidence, and by its greater weight, that the 
plaintiff had sustained according to that measure of damages, 1f you 
find he is entitled to recover at all. It is a question of fact for you. 
The court has no opinion of its own as to what your answer will be. 
The court has merely stated the contentions of the plaintiff and the 
defendant and the evidence bearing on the contentions.” 

Exceptions were duly taken to these instructions. Judgment upon 
the verdict, and defendant appealed. 


W.L. Whitley for plaintiff. 
Z. V. Norman for defendant. 


Waker, J., after stating the material facts: We are of the opinion 
that the learned judge erred in the instructions to the jury which are 
above stated. 

The question as to the measure of damages, in cases of this kind, has 
been much discussed by this Court in several cases, and the law thor- 
oughly settled. 

The Court said in Lee v. R. R., 1386 N. C., 533, 535: “It is immaterial 
whether we treat the cause of action as for a breach of contract or for a 
negligent omission to perform a public duty arising out of a contract 
of carriage. The damages in either case are confined to such as were 
reasonably within the contemplation of the parties when the contract was 
made by which the duty to the plaintiffs was assumed.” Whether this 
is strictly accurate where the action 1s one for the tort, in respect to the 
time when the damages should be in contemplation of the parties, that 
is, whether at the time of the commission of the tort, or at the time the 
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contract of carriage was entered into, we will not now inquire, for it 
will suffice for our purpose in this case if we assume tiat it 1s the time 
when the tort was committed, and in the case where the action is in 
contract, at the time of making the contract, for we think that in either 
case the failure to employ the laborers at Norfolk, and the subsequent 
loss of plaintiff’s contract with the Rowland Lumber Company, should 
not have been considered in assessing the damages. 

It is said in Penn v. Tel. Co., 159 N. C., at pp. 310 and 311: “In 
so far as mental anguish is concerned, except in cases where punitive 
damages are sought and allowable, and except as to the time when the 
relevant circumstances are to be noted and considered, the amount is 
very much the same whether the recovery is had in contract or in tort. 
In the one case those damages are allowed which were in the reasonable 
contemplation of the parties when the contract was made, and in the 
other the consequential losses resulting from the tort, and which were 
natural and probable at the time the tort was committed. Hale on 
Damages, p. 48. Speaking to these principles, and their practical appli- 
cation, in Scott and Jarnagan’s ‘Law of Telegraphs,’ it is said: ‘But 
when the contract between the parties does not show they had in con- 
templation this wider range in the estimate of damages (in contract), 
the measure of damages seems to be substantially the same in either 
kind of action. The true rule of estimating damages 11 actions ex con- 
tractu may be stated thus: The defendant is hable only for damages 
as may fairly and substantially be considered as arising naturally, 7. e., 
according to the usual course of things, from the breach of the contract, 
or—and here is where the measure of damages takes a wider range—for 
whatever damages may fairly be supposed to have been within the con- 
templation of the parties. The rule in actions ex delicto is that the 
damages to be recovered must be the natural and proxirnate consequence 
of the act complained of. This is the rule when no malice, fraud, 
oppression, or evil intent intervenes. The damages which may be con- 
sidered as arising naturally, according to the usual course of things, from 
the breach of the contract, are substantially the same as damages which 
are the natural and proximate consequences of the wrong complained 
of.” “There is one principal difference in the element of damages 
obtaining in breach of contract and consequential damages arising from 
a tort. In the one case damages are recovered, as a rule, on relevant 
facts in the reasonable contemplation of the parties at the time the 
contract is made, and in the other on the facts existent, or as they reason- 
ably appeared to the parties at the time of the tort committed.” Peanut 
Oo. v. BR. R., 155 N. C., 152. 

And the present Chief Justice says, in Kennon v. Tel. Co., 126 N. C., 
232: “It is immaterial under our system of practice whether the action 
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is in tort for the negligence in the discharge of a public duty or for 
breach of contract for prompt delivery, for the recovery in either case 
is compensation for the injury done the plaintiff, and which was reason- 
ably in contemplation of the parties as the natural result of the breach 
of the contract or default in discharging the duty undertaken.” See, 
also, Foard v. R. R., 538 N. C., 235; Sharpe v. FR. R., 180 N. C., 613; 
Newsome v. Tel. Co., 1538 N. C., 1538. Damages are measured, in 
matters of this kind, not only by the well known rule laid down in 
Hadley v. Baxendale, 9 Exch., 341, but they must not be the remote, but 
the proximate consequence of a breach of contract, or the wrong, and 
must not be speculative or contingent. Byrd v. Express Co., 189 N. C., 
273. It is an elementary principle that all damages must flow directly 
and naturally from the wrong, and that they must be certain both in their 
nature and in respect to the cause from which they proceed. Shearman 
and Redfield on Neg., secs. 25, 26. Damages which are uncertain and 
speculative, or which are not the natural and probable result of the 
breach, are too remote to be recoverable. 2 Joyce, sec. 1284. It is 
universally held that damages are not to be based upon mere conjectural 
probability of future loss or gain. 8 A. & E., 610, and cases cited. 
Something more than a possible result must appear. Newsome v. Tel. 
Co., supra. It is stated in 5 Ruling Case Law, at sec. 773, p. 148, that 
a loss of profits which an ejected passenger might have made in carrying 
out a contract that he abandoned because partly disabled by his injuries, 
but which loss is not the natural and proximate result of the ejection, 
does not constitute an element of recoverable damages. And damages 
resulting to an ejected passenger from his loss of work, by reason of his 
delay at the station at which he was compelled to leave the train, are 
too remote to be considered, citing Wells v. Boston & M. R. Co., 82 Vt., 
108; Carsten v. Northern Pac. R. Co., 44 Minn., 454. See, also, Tillin- 
ghast v. Cotton Mills, 143 N. C., 268; Hardware Co. v. Buggy Co., 167 
N. C., 423; Gardner v, Tel. Co., 171 N. C., 405; Sledge v. Reid, 78 
N. C., 440; and in Bridgers v. Dill, 97 N. C., 222, where the distinction 
between direct and proximate damages and secondary or consequential 
damages is well stated and aptly illustrated by reference to Sledge v. 
Reid, supra. In that case (Sledge v. Reid, supra), which was an action 
to recover damages for the killing of two mules, it was held that the 
proximate damage to the plaintiff was the loss of the mules, and his 
failure to make a crop was the secondary consequence, resulting from 
the wrong, and was too remote and uncertain; but in this case the injury 
to the crop was the direct and proximate damage resulting from the 
wrong of the defendants in repeatedly pulling down the fence and expos- 
ing the crop to the prey of cattle. It is well established that, in a “pure 
tort,” the wrongdoer is responsible for all damages directly caused by 
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his misconduct, and for all indirect or consequential damages which are 
the natural and probable effect of the wrong, under the facts as they 
exist at the time the same is committed, and which can be ascertained 
with a reasonable degree of certainty. Johnson v. R. R., 140 N. C., 574; 
Sharpe v. Powell, 7 L. R., 1892, p. 253; 8 A. & E., p. 598; Hale on 
Damages, 34, 35 et seg. This last author, in substance, says that a 
wrongdoer is liable for all damages which are the proximate effect of his 
wrong, and not for those which are remote; “that direct losses are neces- 
sarily proximate, and compensation therefor is always recoverable; that 
consequential losses are proximate when the natural and probable effect 
of the wrong.” <A well recognized restriction, applying in cases of tort 
and contract, and as to both elements of damages, is to the effect that the 
injured party must do what he can in the exercise of reasonable care 
and diligence to avoid or lessen the consequences of the wrong, and for 
anv part of the loss incident to such failure no recovery can be had. 
This limitation was approved by us in a ease of contract, in Tillinghast 
v. Cotton Mills, 143 N. C., 268, and directly applied to a case of tort, in 
R. Rk. v. Hardware Co., 148 N. C., 54. Bowen v. King, 146 N. C., at 
pp. 385 and 390. 

But how can it be said that indirect or consequential damages for the 
commission of a tort, 1f founded upon a contract, are the natural and 
probable effect of the wrong, under the facts as they exist at the time 
the same is committed, if they are such as are not known to the wrong- 
doer, and could not be contemplated by him? In such a ease, he cannot 
be said to have intended a result as the one flowing naturally or conse- 
quentially from his wrongful act, of which he was totally ignorant. 
Therefore it is that, in such cases, the law does not charge him with 
such damages, but only with those which the parties contemplated as 
likely or probably would be caused by a breach of the contract of car- 
riage, by requiring the plaintiff to leave the car, for this substantially 
is the tort or wrong complained of. The liability of the defendant 
would be stretched entirely. too far, and much beyond what justice and 
the necessities of the case require, if damages, which would be greatly 
out of proportion to the injury wrought by the unlawful act, could thus 
be exacted. Responsibility for damages which would include his failure 
to realize the benefit of every contract or business transaction of the 
passenger thus ejected from a train would render transportation of 
passengers too hazardous and destructive in character to be undertaken 
by any prudent persons or association of them. 

It was said in Squire v. Telegraph Co., 98 Mass., 277 (93 Am. Dec., 
157), in commenting upon and approving the rule formulated in 1854 
by Baron Alderson, for the Court, in Hadley v. Baxendale, 9 Exch., 
341: “A rule of damages which should embrace within its scope all the 
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consequences which might be shown to have resulted from a failure or 
omission to perform a stipulated duty or service, would be a serious 
hindrance to the operations of commerce, and to the transaction of the 
common business of life. The effect would be to impose a liability 
wholly disproportionate to the nature of the act or service which a party 
has bound himself to perform, and to the compensation paid and received 
therefor.” This language of the Court in 98 Mass., 277, was approved 
by us in Walliams v. Tel. Co., 186 N. C., 82. The rule of damages, as 
framed for the Court by Baron Alderson, in Hadley v. Baxendale, and 
generally adopted by the courts since that time, may well be repeated 
here with the learned Baron’s comments thereon, and the reasons in 
support of the rule, as the latter bear directly upon the particular ques- 
tion we have been discussing: “Now we think the proper rule in such 
a case as the present is this: Where two parties have made a contract 
which one of them has broken, the damages which the other party ought 
to receive in respect of such breach of contract should be such as may 
fairly and reasonably be considered either arising naturally, 7. ¢., accord- 
ing to the usual course of things, from such breach of contract itself, or 
such as may reasonably be supposed to have been in the contemplation 
of both parties, at the time they made the contract, as the probable result 
of the breach of it. Now, if the special circumstances under which the 
contract was actually made were communicated by the plaintiffs to the 
defendants, and thus known by both parties, the damages resulting from 
the breach of such a contract, which they would reasonably contemplate, 
would be the amount of injury which would ordinarily follow from a 
breach of contract under these special circumstances so known and com- 
municated. But, on the other hand, if these special circumstances were 
wholly unknown to the party breaking the contract, he, at the most, 
could only be supposed to have had in his contemplation the amount of 
injury which would arise generally, and in a great multitude of cases 
not affected by any special circumstances, from such a breach of contract. 
For, had the special circumstances been known, the parties might have 
specially provided for the breach of contract by special terms as to the 
damages in that case; and of this advantage it would be very unjust to 
deprive them.” 

Now, can it be said that damages arising from plaintiff’s failure to 
meet the men at Norfolk, or the loss of plaintifi’s employment by the 
lumber company, can both, or either, “be fairly and reasonably” con- 
sidered either as arising naturally, 7. e., according to the usual course of 
things, from the ecarrier’s breach of contract, or his tort, by whichever 
name it may be called, or such as may reasonably be supposed to have 
been in contemplation of both parties at the time the contract of carriage 
was made, or at the time of the breach or tort complained of by the 
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plaintiff? Such a loss, or such damages as are now claimed, would not 
ordinarily nor naturally and probably flow from the wrongful act of the 
carrier in refusing to transport the plaintiff beyond the place where 
he left the train. The justice and wisdom of the rule, both in cases of 
contracts and of torts growing out of contracts, is apparent, and for 
this reason we have approved and applied it generally to cases such as 
the one we now have before us. Ashe v. DeRosset, 50 N. C., 299; 7 
Am. Dec., 552; Spencer v. Hamilton, 113 N. C., 49; 37 Am. St. Rep., 
611; Herring v. Armwood, 180 N. C., 177; 57 L. R. A., 958. It has 
been apphed, as we have seen, in actions against telegraph companies 
for negligence in transmitting and delivering messages. Tel. Co. v. 
Hall, 124 U.S., 444; Cannon v. Tel. Co., 100 N. C., 800; Kennon v. 
Tel. Co., 126 N. C., 232. And the same has been done in other juris- 
dictions. Mackay v. Telegraph Co., 16 Nev., 222; Frazer v. Telegraph 
Co., 84 Ala., 487; Baldwin v. Telegraph Co., 45 N. Y., 744; 6 Am. Rep., 
165; Telegraph Co. v. Gildersleeve, 29 Md., 2382, 96 Am. Dec, 519, 
Landsberger v. Telegraph Co., 32 Barb., 530; Candee v. Telegraph Co., 
34 Wis., 471; 17 Am. Rep., 452; Beaupre v. Telegraph Co., 21 Minn., 
155. 

The other exceptions require no separate consideration or discussion at 
this time. The alleged errors may not occur again. 

New trial. 





MRS. M. E. DAVIS, Wipow or R. B. DAVIS, DEcEASED, AND OTHERS, HEIRS 
AT LAW AND DISTRIBUTEES, OR NEXT or KIN, ano A. §. BUGG anp W. M. 
BAIRD, ADMINISTRATORS DE Bonis Non oF R. B. DAVIS, DecgEasen, y. O. C. 
DAVIS, AS ADMINISTRATOR OF R. B. DAVIS, DECEASED, ANI THE FIDELITY 
AND DEPOSIT COMPANY OF BALTIMORE, MARYLAND, 


(Filed 27 September, 1922.) 


Reference—Findings—Judgments—Appeal and Error. 


In passing upon the report of a referee, it is incumbent upon the judge 
to deliberate upon the evidence covered by the exceptions, and thereon 
find such facts as will sustain his own conclusion; and where the judge 
has found the same facts as those found by the referee, tut has overruled 
the referee’s conclusions thereon, which the referee’s findings support, the 
judgment will be set aside in the Supreme Court, on appeal, so that the 
matter will be further passed upon in the Superior Court according to law. 


AppEAL by plaintiff from Allen, J., at January Term, 1922 of 
WARREN. 

R. B. Davis died 28 September, 1914, and on 22 October, 1914, O. C. 
Davis, one of the defendants, qualified as his administrator, with the 
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other defendant, the Fidelity and Deposit Company, as his surety. O.C. 
Davis resigned as such administrator in 1918, and A. 8. Bugg and 
W. M. Baird were appointed administrators de bonis non of the estate 
of the said R. B. Davis, and these are among the plaintiffs in this action. 
The other plaintiffs are the widow and children of R. B. Davis, some of 
whom are of age, and others are infants, appearing by their guardian, 
H. T. Egerton. 

This action was brought for an accounting against O. C. Davis, former 
administrator, and his surety. 

It will appear that the administrator, upon his qualification, instead 
of proceeding to settle the estate, continued the business of his intestate 
and engaged in farming, merchandising, running sawmills and cotton 
gins, Plaintiffs contend that he mixed all these operations with his 
administrator’s accounts and conducted these affairs without system or 
bookkeeping from the time of his qualification in 1914 until his resigna- 
tion in 1918. Plaintiffs further allege that after an effort to secure 
from the administrator a settlement of his account with the estate of his 
intestate, three accounts have been filed by him, and that an examination 
will show that all have been different. 

The first account, filed 2 March, 1917, shows that the administrator, 
O. C. Davis owes the estate $165. The next account, filed 3 August, 
1917, shows that the estate has to its credit $445.05. In order to reach 
this balance, particular attention is called by plaintiffs to item “For 
feeding 7 mules and horses 517 days, at 50 cents each, $1,809.50.” This 
item, which will be more particularly considered hereafter, was entered 
as a credit to the administrator. In his recapitulation, following his 
conduct of the business, there are listed debts and liabilities amounting 
to $877.28. The clerk appointed a referee, and he went over the account 
and found a balance in favor of the estate of $2,788.57. The adminis- 
trator filed still another statement, called a final statement, showing that 
he has in hand $1.75; indebtedness, $4,242.28; assets, $38,216.58; leaving 
a balance due by the estate of $1,025.70. One item of assets was a bill 
due by the administrator himself—a store account—amounting to 
$175.38. 

The clerk thereupon entered judgment, in which he holds that it 
would be to the interest of all parties concerned to have a new adminis- 
trator appointed to wind up the estate, the present administrator, O. C. 
Davis, and his bond to be hable, until a proper accounting can be had 
with the new administrator. This judgment was entered by the clerk 
21 March, 1918. Thereupon, O. C. Davis resigned, and A. 8. Bugg and 
W. M. Baird were appointed as administrators, and then this action was 
brought with these, and the others named, as parties plaintiffs. The 
account was referred to Mr. Joseph P. Pippen, September Term, 1919. 
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The evidence is set out, and the administrator’s various accounts, 
showing his dealings with the estate and his handling of the assets in 
administration of the estate. He conducted the business four years, ran 
the store twelve months, conducted the sawmill two years, and sold 
cotton, as plaintiffs allege, without charging himself with it. As to his 
compensation, the administrator testified: “I was to receive $1,000 per 
vear, commencing 1 October, 1914, and I ceased work on 1 January, 
1916.” It seems that he made this contract with the widow of the 
intestate. As to his conduct of the business, the administrator uses this 
language: “According to the figures, it looks like $2,000 short. I filed 
three final accounts, each one different.” 

The referee filed his report and found the defendant to be chargeable 
for building a postoffice building with $238.08, He also finds that he is 
chargeable with the sum of $1,809.50 for feeding mules, but that this was 
an unintentional error on the part of the administrator. He also finds 
that the mules were allotted to the widow for her year’s support, and 
concludes that the estate was not responsible for their feed. 

The econeluston of the referee is that the administrator and his surety 
was chargeable with building the postoffice, $238.08. Amount credited 
to himself for feeding the mules belonged to the estate, $1,809.50, and 
rent for house for himself and family, $120, which was decided in their 
favor by the referee. 

Plaintiffs further contend that, unless his conduct of the store and 
lumber business is ratified and confirmed by the court, the administrator 
and his bond are further chargeable with such sums, wich reference to 
the expense of same, as have been set out in his report at pages 538, 54, 
55, 56, 57, and 58 of the record. 

The judge below rendered the judgment set out at pages 65 and 66 of 
the record. The plaintiffs waived the court’s overruling the exceptions 
as to the following items: Building postoffice, $238; rent of home, $120. 
But they excepted to the ruling of the judge as to the credit claimed by 
the administrator of $1,809.50, it being for the feeding of the mules, 
which was decided in their favor by the referee. 

The plaintiffs relied upon but one exception to the judgment and, for 
the purpose of deciding 1t, waived their: other two exceptions, 

We find that the report of the referee closes with the following para- 
graphs: 

“The referee therefore concludes that the defendant administrator and 
his bondsmen are properly chargeable with $238.08 for building the 
postoffice, ete., and with the sum of $1,809.50 feeding mules, ete., and 
with reasonable rent for the dwelling-house occupied by himself and 
family, that is, the sum of $120; and that unless his conduct of the store 
business and of the lumber business is ratified and con‘irmed by this 
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court, said defendant administrator and his bond are further chargeable 
with such sums with reference to the expense of same as have been here- 
tofore set out. 

“The referee desires to state that in his opinion any error of omissions 
or commissions that may have been made by the defendant were made 
wholly in error and by mistake, and that the conduct of all of his affairs 
as said administrator has been done conscientiously and honestly. 

“The referee regrets that he cannot make a more illuminating report, 
but honestly believes that were he endowed with the wisdom of Solomon 
and with only such records as he has before him he could make but 
little improvement upon this report so far as his conclusions of facts 
are concerned. The affairs of this estate were kept in such chaotic 
condition as to defy intelligent analysis by the ordinary mortal. 

“Respectfully submitted, 
“Josmpu P, Pippin, Referee.” 


The defendant O. C. Davis, former administrator of his brother, R. B. 
Davis, excepted to the charging of the item of $1,809.50 for feeding the 
mules against him by the referee, as follows: “Exception 4. Defendant 
excepts to the finding of fact and conclusion of law that defendant O. C. 
Davis and his bond are chargeable with $1,809.50 for feeding 7 mules 
517 days. Plaintiffs contend, and the referee finds, that this credit 
allowed by the clerk, and found by Referee Baird, to be actually less 
than it cost, should be struck out of the credit side of the account.” 

The judge, after preliminary recitals, not necessary to be stated here, 
adjudged as follows: “The court, after argument of counsel of plain- 
tiffs and defendants, and after full consideration, being of opinion, from 
the report of the clerk and the evidence and the findings of the referee, 
that the defendant administrator, in all of his transactions and dealings 
with the property of the estate of his deceased brother, R. B. Davis, 
acted conscientiously and honestly, at considerable sacrifice of his per- 
sonal interest and without gain to himself, and that the estate benefited 
by his administration, doth find and adjudge that the defendants are not 
liable to the plaintiffs; and the other, or third exception, relating to the 
cost of the feeding of the mules, is sustained, and it is adjudged there- 
upon that the plaintiffs take nothing by their action, and that the plain- 
tiffs and their surety pay the cost of the same, including one-half of $50 
to the referee, J. P. Pippin, and one-half of $50 to be paid by the 
defendants.” 

Plaintiffs excepted, and appealed. 


B. B. Williams, T. M. Pittman, and Daniel & Daniel for plaintiffs. 
T.T. Hicks & Son for O. C. Davis. 
Tasker Polk & Son for bonding company. 


112 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 


DAVIS v. DAVIS. 


Waker, J., after stating the material facts: It is apparent from the 
record and judgment that the merits of this case have not been reached, 
and there is danger of doing grave injustice to the plaintiffs if the facts 
are not more definitely stated. 

The plaintiffs restricted their case, as presented here, to one exception, 
which was that relating to the ruling of the court upon the item as to 
the feeding and keep of the mules, asserting that the judge had not 
properly found and stated the facts connected with it, and further, and 
more particularly, that the referee decided this item with them, and that 
the judge should not, therefore, have reversed this ruling and given 
judgment for the defendants without himself finding and stating the 
facts and his conclusions of law, so that exception could properly be 
taken to them. The referee finds that this credit, which was allowed the 
administrator, O. C. Davis, was an unintentional error. This surely 
must have been overlooked by the usually careful and painstaking judge 
who presided at the hearing of this case. No specific allusion is made 
to this item in the administration account of $1,809.50 for feeding the 
mules, and there is no finding, and certainly no adequate statement of 
the facts to sustain the judgment, or to enable us properly to consider 
and pass upon it. 

It was not the question whether O. C. Davis, as administrator, had 
acted “honestly and conscientiously” in the execution of his trust, but 
whether he had negligently collected the assets of the estate, as the law 
required of him, and legally disbursed them, and when we come to con- 
sider the question as to the item of $1,809.50 raised by the plaintiffs’ 
exception, we must necessarily inquire whether the defendant fed the 
mules from corn, fodder, etc., belonging to the estate, as was contended 
by the plaintiffs, or whether, in doing so, he used his own money in the 
purchase of their food, or his own corn, fodder, ete. This was the vital 
question for decision, and yet there is no finding of fact by the judge 
upon which we can base that crucial decision in the case. We cannot 
adopt the findings of the referee and sustain the judgment, as he found 
with the plaintiffs, and we are required, in order to sustain the ruling 
of the court, to do so in total ignorance of the real facts as to the dis- 
puted item, and injustice may thereby be done to one or the other of the 
parties, which must not happen, if we can fairly and legally avoid such 
an untoward result. 

In Smith v. Smith, 123 N. C., 229, a case in principle somewhat lke 
this, at p. 234, the Court, after questioning the justice of permitting the 
statute of limitations to be pleaded at that stage of the case, says: “The 
court allowed the motion ot defendant for leave to amend the answer 
and plead the statute of limitations, and defendant filed his plea accord- 
ingly. And thereupon the Court doth adjudge that the plaintiff’s cause 


N.C.) FALL TERM, 1922. 113 


DAVIS vu. DAVIS. 





of action is barred by the statute of limitations. The judgment further 
declared that the defendant’s exceptions to the report and account filed 
are allowed, and the plaintiff’s application for an injunction to restrain 
the defendant from selling the land to collect the debt referred to in the 
pleadings as per note and mortgage is disallowed. The last was clearly 
only the conclusion of the Court as to the legal effect of the statute of 
limitations upon the indebtedness of the defendant to the plantiffs as 
set out in the complaint; for it was made without any finding of facts 
by his Honor. When the judge finds no facts, it is presumed that he 
adopted those found by the referee. AfcHwen v. Loucherm, 115 N. C,, 
348; Bancroft v. Roberts, 91 N. C., 363. But it is apparent that he did 
not adopt the findings of the referee, for the referee found them all in 
favor of the plaintiff, and the judgment is against the plaintiff. In 
order that the defendant’s exceptions to the report of the referee should 
have been sustained, it was necessary for the court to have reviewed 
and set aside the facts found by the referee, and to have found the facts 
himself in favor of the defendants. This he did not do. As, therefore, 
there was no finding of facts by his Honor, and the findings of the referee 
were not approved, there is error in that part of the judgment which 
sustains the defendant’s exceptions and denies the application for the 
injunction.” The judgment in this case is not as much warranted as 
was the one in that case, for here the judge approved the referee’s find- 
ings of fact, and then decided contrary to them, as the referee found the 
facts with the plaintiffs and disallowed the credit of $1,809.50, for feed- 
ing the mules, to the defendant, which now appears to have been the 
correct view of this item in the account. This evidently was an inad- 
vertence on the part of the learned judge, as the referee’s findings of fact 
and the allowance of the credit for $1,809.50 cannot well stand together. 
If the judge intended to allow the credit, he should have found facts, as 
said in Smith v. Smith, supra, which would have sustained his ruling, 
and to that extent he should have disapproved the findings of the referee. 

We held in Thompson v. Smith, 156 N. C., 345: “If there is any 
evidence to support the findings, and no error has been committed in 
recelving or rejecting testimony, and no other question of Jaw is raised 
with respect to the findings, we accept what the judge has found as final, 
as we do in the case of a jury. When exceptions are taken to a referee’s 
findings of fact and law, it is the duty of the judge to consider the 
evidence and give his own opinion and conclusion, both upon the facts 
and the law. He is not permitted to do this in a perfunctory way, but 
he must deliberate and decide as in other cases—use his own faculties in 
ascertaining the truth, and form his own judgment as to fact and law. 
This is required not only as a check upon the referee and a safeguard 
against any possible error on his part, but because he cannot review the 


8—184 


114 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 


WILLIAMS v. HEDGEPETH. 


referee’s findings in any other way.” Malloy v. Cotton Mills, 182 N. C., 
4325, Lambertson v. Vann, 1384 N. C., 108; Clark’s Code (3 ed.), p. 564, 
and eases there collected; Ramsey v. Browder, 186 N. C., 251; Comrs. 
v. Packing Co., 185 N. C., 62. 

The trouble in this case is that there is confusion, if not contradiction, 
in the ruling of the court, when considered in connection with the 
referee’s findings of fact, and we cannot proceed to judgment without 
having the two in some way reconciled with each other. 

The judgment will be set aside, which will leave the report of the 
referee before the court for its further consideration, but with special 
reference to the item of $1,809.50 for feeding the mules, about which the 
judge may adopt the referee’s findings of fact, and his conclusion of law 
in favor of the plaintiffs, or he may reverse or modify the same and 
find the facts himself, or take such other action as may conform to the 
course ‘and practice of the court, and as will disclose the legal and 
equitable rights of the respective parties, a final judgment to be rendered, 
subject to exception and appeal. 

There is error in the judgment and proceedings, and this will be 
certified. 

Error. 





MADISON WILLIAMS vy. ELLIS HEDGEPETH. 
(Filed 27 September, 1922.) 


1. Contracts—Fraud—Promises—Intent to Deceive. 


A promissor, not intending to perform his promise tc pay .for goods or 
lands, and who receives the goods or lands in consequence, and does not 
perform his promise, is guilty of such fraud or deceit as will set the con- 
tract aside at the suit of the other party to the contract. 


2. Same—Deeds and Conveyances—Fraud—Equity. 

A promise by defendant to perform necessary services to an old and 
enfeebled man, the plaintiff, which the defendant hac: not intended to, 
and which he did not, perform, and in consideration of which he had 
obtained a deed from the plaintiff to his lands, is evidence of fraud suffi- 
cient in equity, if established, to set aside the deed in plaintiff’s suit. 


3. Instructions—Fraud—Issues—Evidence—Appeal and Error. 


It is not required of the judge to charge the jury of the full definitions 
of fraud upon which equity will set aside a deed, the subject of the action, 
if he instructs them correctly and clearly upon such of the principles as 
are applicable to the issue under the relevant evidence in the case, and 
the general charge, as so given, is within the intent and meaning of C. 8., 
564. 


N.C.] FALL TERM, 1922. 115 





WILLIAMS v. HEDGEPETH. 





4, Instructions—Prayers for Instruction—Requests for Instructions— 
General Charge—Appeal and Error. 


Where the general charge of the court to the jury covers every correct 
principle applying under the evidence in the case, and of the special 
prayers, it is not objectionable that the court refused to correct special 
requests for instructions in the language offered by the appellant. 


5. Deeds and Conveyances—Equity—Fraud—Evidence—Values of Land. 


Where a suit has been brought to set aside plaintiff's deed to land 
alleged to be void upon the ground of fraudulent promises of the defend- 
ant to render continued services to the plaintiff, that he did not intend to 
perform, of which there is evidence, and the defendant contends, with his 
evidence, that the consideration was for past services already rendered, 
testimony in plaintiff’s behalf as to the value of the land at the time of 
the agreement and the value at the time of the trial, is competent, when 
in confirmation of the plaintiff's position, and tends to impeach or weaken 
the evidence of the defendant in regard to the value of the services he 
claims he has rendered. 


AppraL by defendant from Allen, J., at February Term, 1922,’ of 
HALIFAX. 

Civil action, to set aside a deed for fifty acres of land, made by plain- 
tiff to defendant in November, 1918, on allegations with evidence tending 
to show that defendant procured the execution of the deed under a 
promise to render needed personal services to plaintiff, who was an old 
and enfeebled.man, the defendant having the fraudulent intent and 
purpose at the time not to perform the services after the deed was 
executed, and which defendant had thereafter failed and refused to 
perform. 

There was denial of any such consideration for the deed on the part of 
defendant, with allegations to the effect that the deed was executed for 
the consideration of $200 due defendant for services already performed 
at the time of the execution of the deed, defendant offering evidence 
tending to support the averments of the answer. On issues submitted, 
the jury rendered the following verdict: 

“1, Did the defendant procure the deed in controversy by the false 
and fraudulent representation that he would render to the plaintiff the 
services alleged in the complaint? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“2 Did the defendant fraudulently fail and refuse to render said 
services to the plaintiff? Answer: ‘Yes.’ ” 

Judgment on verdict for plaintiff, and defendant excepted and ap- 
pealed. 


R. O. Dunn and Travis & Travis for plaintiff. 
A. Paul Kitchin, Louis B. Meyer, and George C. Green for defendant. 
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Hoxer, J. There was ample evidence to support the verdict, the cause 
was submitted to the jury under a correct and adequate charge, and we 
find no valid reason for disturbing the results of the trial. It is estab- 
lished by the great weight of authority, and is held for law in this juris- 
diction, that where one under the guise of a purchase acquires the goods 
or property of another under a promise to pay or perform, and has at 
the time a settled purpose to do neither, such transaction will be re- 
garded as a fraudulent one on the part of the pretended purchascr, and 
same may be set aside at the instance of the vendor. In Benjamin on 
Sales (7 ed.), at p. 470, the American Annotator states the position as 
follows: “Another well established species of fraud by a vendee is pur- 
chasing with a positive intention not to pay for the goods. If sueh 
intention were known to the vendor he certainly wonld not sell. Its 
suppression, therefore, is a legal fraud,” citing, among many other 
authorities, Des Farges v. Pugh, 938 N. C., 81; Wallace v. Cohen, 111 
N. C., 108; Donaldson v. Farwell, 98 U. 8., 681; Stewart v. Emerson, 
52 N. H., 801, presenting an claborate and learned opinion by Associate 
Justice Doe; Watson v. Silsby, 166 Mass., 57. And a subsequent case 
in this State of Rudisill v. Whitener, 146 N. C., 403, 1s an approval of 
the principle as stated. And in Bigelow on Fraud, the author says: 
“That according to the current of authority upon this subject, a debt is 
created by fraud, where one intending at the outset not to pay for prop- 
erty induces the owner to sell it to him on credit by falsely representing 
or causing the owner to beheve that he intends to pay for it, or by 
concealing the intent not to pay.” 

It is urged for error chicfly that the charge of his Tlonor on the ques- 
tion of fraud was not sufficiently full and explicit to mect the require- 
ments of the statute as to Instruetions of a trial judge. C.S., 564. It 
may be that his Honor did not refer to all the terms appearing in the 
general definition of fraud given im some of the cases on the subject, and 
at times required, as in suits to recover damages for fraud and deceit, 
but his Honor did better in giving to the jury the law of fraud as applied 
to the facets of this record, which he did in accord with the principles 
heretofore stated, and im terms sufficiently full and clear to enable the 
parties to present, and the jury to intelligently consider, every phase of 
the evidence pertinent to the issues. “He shall state in a plain and cor- 
rect manner the evidence given 1n the case, and declare and explain the 
law arising thereon’ is the language of the statute on the subject. And 
the charge of his Honor is in full compliance with the statutory pro- 
vision. 

For the same reason, the exceptions noted for failure to give the 
special instructions requested by defendant must be overruled. 
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To the extent that they are correct, or pertinent, the positions were all 
covered by the general charge, and in such case a refusal will not be held 
for reversible error. Sternburg v. Crohon, 172 N. C., 7381-7386; Cochran 
v. Smith, 171 N. C., 369. Nor is there any valid exception to the rulings 
of the court on questions of evidence. The only one urged upon our 
attention was to the reception of evidence on part of plaintiff as to the 
value of the property, the evidence being that at the time of the trade 
the land was worth $50 per acre, or $2,500, and at the time of trial, 
$1,250. But these estimates were pertinent facts in confirmation of 
plaintiff’s position, and also as directly tending to impeach or weaken 
the evidence of defendant on the subject, who claimed and testified that 
the deed was executed to him in payment for past services to the amount 
of $200. 

There is no reversible error presented in the record, and the judgment 
for plaintiff on the verdict will be affirmed. 

No error. 





MABEL K. BELL vy. R. 8. McCOIN, TRUSTEE, ET AL. 
(Filed 27 September, 1922.) 


1. Trusts—Equity—Deeds and Conveyances—Cancellation. 


Where, at the suit of the wife, it appears that a deed in trust, made by 
herself for her benefit and that of her children, was under a misappre- 
hension of the facts, and that its enforcement had proven to be ill- 
advised, improvident, and impossible of fulfillment, and that its cancella- 
tion would be to the interest of all concerned, preventing an irreparable 
loss, its cancellation as prayed for may be adjudged in the equitable juris- 
diction of the court; but where these allegations are not admitted or 
proven, the case on appeal will be remanded that the facts may be judi- 
cially ascertained. 


2. Same—Divorce—Parties—Husband and Wife—Marriage. 


The divorced husband of the wife is a proper party to the suit of the 
wife to set aside her deed in trust to another for the benefit of herself 
and children, made during the existence of the marriage ties; and it 
appears in this suit that all the persons in interest have properly been 
made parties. 


APPEAL by defendants from Ferguson, J., at Special April Term, 1922, 
of VaNcE. 

Civil action to cancel a voluntary deed of trust. 

On 1 December, 1920, the plaintiff, Mrs. Mabel K. Bell, with the 
written assent of her husband, since divorced, executed a voluntary deed 
of trust conveying all of her property to R. S. McCoin, trustee, for the 
use and benefit of herself and her four minor children. 
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This is a proceeding in equity to cancel said trust deed upon the 
ground that the same was executed under a misapprehension of the 
facts—the alleged mistaken facts being set out in detail ir. the petition— 
and that the provisions of the trust thereby created have proven to be 
ill-advised, improvident, and impossible of fulfillment; and further, that 
said cancellation would not only be to the best interest of all concerned, 
but irreparable injury and loss will result therefrom unless such equita- 
ble relief be granted. 

From a judgment for the plaintiff, in accordance with the prayer of 
her petition, the defendants appealed. 


DP. McDuffie and J. P. Zollicoffer for plaintiff. 
Thomas M. Pittman for defendants. 


Stacy, J. As now advised, we see no reason why the deed in question 
should not be canceled by order of court, if it should appear, as alleged, 
that the same was executed under a misapprehension of the facts, and 
that the provisions of the trust thereby created have proven to be ill- 
advised, improvident, and impossible of fulfillment; and further, that 
such a cancellation would be to the best interest of all conecerned— 
resulting in preventing an irreparable loss—but, on the instant record, 
we must remand the cause, to the end that the facts may be found or 
established. It is evident that the learned judge signed the present 
decree with the impression that the material facts were admitted either 
in the pleadings or on the hearing, but this docs not so aopear from the 
answer of the guardian ad litem, and he does not seem to have made any 
admissions at the hearing, nor does it appear that the defendant McCoin, 
trustee, made any admissions at the hearing, other than those contained 
in his answer, which are not sufficient to warrant a finding of the facts 
as alleged. ae v. Wilson ad ), 19 L. R. A., 767, and note; 26 
R. C. L., 1208. 

It appears that J. E. C. Bell, formerly the husband of Mabel K. Bell, 
has been made a party plaintiff to this action; and that all necessary 
parties who possibly could have any present interest in the property are 
properly before the court and asking for the reef sought. 

Remanded. 


FO iad 


N.C.] FALL TERM, 1922. 119 


MILLER v, HOWELL. 


G. L. MILLER v. W. H. HOWELL. 
(Filed 27 September, 1922.) 


1. Contracts — Fraud — Stipulations — Parol Evidence — Principal and 
Agent—Bills and Notes—Negotiable Instruments. 

Stipulations in a written contract made by an agent in behalf of his 
principal that exclude all evidence of agreements made by the agent that 
are not contained in the written contract are maintainable when the con- 
tract itself is valid and enforceable; but where the verbal representations 
of the agent are fraudulent, and affect the existence of the contract, they 
are admissible to set it aside in its entirety. 


2. Contracts—Statutes—Public Policy—Fraud. 

Where a note is given in consideration of a contract concerning a trans- 
action that is forbidden and made criminal by the public laws of the 
State, it is not enforceable between the parties; and it is not required 
that the statute expressly declare the contract void. Ober v. Katzenstein, 
160 N. C., 489, cited and distinguished. 


8. Same—Foodstuffs—Commissioner of Agriculture. 


Where a note is given in consideration of the sale of a foodstuff or 
“conditioner” coming within the provisions of C. S., 4742, requiring the 
seller to file with the Commissioner of Agriculture a statement of his 
purpose, a duly verified certificate as to its qualities, for registration, with 
a labeled package, section 4748 requiring a fee for registration, section 
4744 making a noncompliance a misdemeanor, and section 4749 declaring 
the legislation designed to protect the public from deception and fraud, 
and these requirements have not been complied with by the seller, the note 
is uncollectible against the purchaser or maker. 


4, Contracts—Public Policy—Statutes—Fraud—Bills and Notes—Nego- 
tiable Instruments—-Holder With Notice. 


Where it is properly established by the verdict of the jury that a note, 
rendered void for fraud or under the provisions of a statute, had been 
acquired by one not a holder for value, without notice, ete, the claim is 
affected with the infirmities that would invalidate it in the hands of the 
original holder. 


Apprat by plaintiff from Calvert, J., at the Fall Term, 1922, of 
NorTHAMPTON. 

The action is on a promissory note for $843.75, given by defendant to 
the Guarantee Food Company of New York, vendor, dated 3 December, 
1917, payable sixty days after date. Plaintiff put on evidence the note 
endorsed to himself, and also a contemporaneous written contract of 
purchase containing the stipulation that defendant agreed to adhere 
strictly and be bound by the terms and conditions specified in the order, 
and release the Guarantee Food Company of New York from any verbal 
agreements or conditions of sale not mentioned on the face of the order, 


etc., etc. 
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Plaintiff further alleged, and offered evidence tending to show, that 
he was the endorsee and bona fide holder for value of said note, and same 
was due and unpaid. 

Defendant denied that plaintiff was a purchaser for value and holder 
in due course of the note in question, and alleged, and offered evidence 
tending to show, that this note sued on was given to the Guarantee Food 
Company for stock or poultry conditioner, a food, and at time of con- 
tract, and as an inducement thereto, said company, through its agent, 
represented to defendant, a local merchant, that same was a duly regis- 
tered article under the laws of this State, a license to sell same having 
been duly obtained by the vendor company, and made other representa- 
tions as to the value of his said goods which were false and fraudulent, 
and made with the design and purpose to cheat and mislead the defend- 
ant. That said attempted sale was made by said company and, to plain- 
tiff’s knowledge, in direct violation of the laws of the State, in that the 
article had not been registered nor the tax paid nor license procured, as 
required by the statute, and the said company and its agent were there- 
fore without lawful authority to make any such sale. That defendant 
signed at the time of the bargain and before shipment, Joing this at the 
request of the company’s agent, who said he didn’t care to come back 
that way for the mere purpose of taking the notes. That before the 
receipt of goods defendant had become aware that the company’s agent 
had made the false and fraudulent representations, as stated, and that 
the goods had never been registered under the law, nor 1ad vendor com- 
pany nor any other ever acquired any right to sell the same in this 
State, and thereupon defendant had refused the goods and never taken 
any of them from the railroad warehouse. 

It appeared further that plaintiff G. L. Miller was the manager of a 
company in Ohio, who had made and shipped the goods at the instance of 
and for vendor company under its pretended contract. The cause was 
submitted to the jury, and verdict rendered on the following issues: 

“1. Is the plaintiff the owner of the notes sued on? Answer: ‘Yes,’ 

“2. Was the defendant induced by fraud to execute and deliver the 
notes sued on? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“3. If so, did plaintiff purchase same before maturity? Answer: 
‘Nov’ 

“4, If so, did plaintiff purchase same for value? Answer: ‘No.’ 

“5, Did plaintiff purchase said note without notice of any infirmity 
or defect? Answer: ‘No.’ ” 

Judgment on the verdict for defendant, and plaintiff excepted and 
appealed, assigning errors. 


Stanley Winborne for plaintiff. 
W. H.S. Burgwyn, D.C. Barnes, and G, E. Midyette for defendant. 
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Hoxr, J. There are various exceptions noted by the appellant, more 
especially as to the determination of the second issue, that as to the 
procurement of the contract by fraud, the objections being chiefly to 
the admission and consideration of evidence in contravention of the 
written stipulations of the contract that defendant “would adhere and 
be strictly bound by its terms, and releasing the vendor from any verbal 
agreements or conditions not mentioned on the face of the order.” 

As pointed out in some of our decisions on the subject, restrictions of 
this character may be made effective where they appear in a written 
agreement which abides as the contract of the parties and is controlling 
in the controversy between them, but they are not allowed to prevail on 
an issue of fraud involving the validity of the contract itself, and the 
statements of the agent are offered as tending to show false and fraudu- 
lent representations inducing the contract and pertinent to such an issue. 
Machine Co. v. Bullock, 161 N. C., 1; Machine Co. v. Feezer, 152 
N. C., 516. 

The matter is not further pursued, however, for in our opinion, and 
regardless of any finding on the second issue, no recovery can be had on 
this note for the reason that same grows out of and is dependent on a 
transaction forbidden and made criminal by the Public Laws of the State. 
In 1909, ch. 556, C. S., 4742, it 1s provided that this foodstuff, or con- 
ditioner, the subject-matter of the contract, shall not be sold or offered 
for sale in this State until the appellant shall file with Commissioner of 
Agriculture a statement of his purpose, and also for registration a duly 
verified certificate as to its qualities, and also file with said commissioner 
a labeled package of each brand, ete. 

In section 4743, a registration fee of $20 is required. Section 4744 
provides that any person, corporation, or agent who shall offer for sale 
any of these articles without having complied with the statutory require- 
ments appertaining thereto shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, etc. And 
section 4749 closes with the provision that this legislation is designed to 
protect the public from deception and fraud in the sale of these specified 
products. 

It clearly appears in this record, and was practically admitted on the 
argument, that, in regard to this stock and poultry conditioner, the 
subject-matter of this contract, and for which the note was given, there 
was an entire failure to comply with these statutory provisions, and, 
under our decisions applicable, we must hold that the note is not enforce- 
able, assuredly so as between the parties, or as to persons who take with- 
out value or with notice of the infirmity. Courtney v. Parker, 173 
N.C., 479, citing Lioyd v. R. B., 151 N. C., 536-540; Hdwards v. Golds- 
boro, 141 N. C., 60, and other cases, 
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It is insisted for the appellant that, the statute not having avoided the 
contract in express terms, the statutory provision by indictment is alone 
available, to be proseeuted by the State, and that the Court in effect has 
so held in Ober v. Katzenstein, 160 N. C., 439. In the case cited, the 
statute, now C. S., 1181, requires a foreign corporation, before doing 
business in this State, to file its charter, ete., with our Secretary of 
State, with an attested statement showing the amount o7 stock authorized 
and issued, its principal place of business, the name of its agent in 
charge, names and postoffice address of its officers and clirectors, ete., and 
in case of failure to comply, imposes a penalty of $500 to be recovered 
by a suit to be prosecuted by the Attorney-General. And it was held 
that from the character of the act and its evident purpose the contracts 
of a foreign corporation doing business in the State without compliance 
were not avoided, but that the penalty alone was enforceable, and by 
action as the statute prescribed, but in the instant case the sales of the 
kind presented are directly prohibited, are made a cririinal offense, and 
it is in terms declared that the statute is enacted for the purpose of pro- 
tecting the pubhe from “deception and fraud.” 

In our view, the law appertaining to these facts and the distinction 
between this and the case of Ober v. Katzenstein, supra, are correctly 
given in Courtney’s case, supra, as follows: “It is well established that 
no recovery can be had on a contract forbidden by the positive law of 
the State, and the principle prevails as a general rule whether it is 
forbidden in express terms or by implication arising from the fact that 
the transaction in question has been made an indictable offense or sub- 
jected to the imposition of a penalty. Lloyd v. R. R., 151 N. C., 536- 
540; Hdwards v. Goldsboro, 141 N. C., 60; Puckett vw. Alexander, 102 
N. C., 95; Warden v. Plummer, 49 N. C., 524; Sharp v. Farmer, 20 
N.C., 255. In reference to an avoidance of a contract by reason of an 
implied prohibition, it 1s the rule very generally enforced that recovery 
is denied to the offending party when the transaction in question is in 
violation of a statute establishing a general police regulation to “safe 
guard the public health or morals, or to protect the general public from 
fraud or imposition.” This was held in a recent case of the Supreme 
Court of Michigan, on a statute very similar to ours, in Cashin v. 
Pliter, 168 Mich., 386, and the position is approved by many well con- 
sidered decisions of other courts. Levinson v. Boas, 150 Cal., 185; 
McConnel v. Kitchens, 20 8. C., 480; Taliaferro v. Moffitt, 54 Ga., 150; 
Pinney v. Natl. Bank, 68 Kansas, 223; Woods v. Armstrong, 54 Ala., 
150; Deaton v. Lawson, 40 Wash., 486. 

In Pinney’s case, supra, it was held that, “Where a statute expressly 
provides that a violation thereof shall be a misdemeanor, a contract made 
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in direct violation of the same is illegal, and there can be no recovery 
thereon, though the statute does not in express terms prohibit the con- 
tract and pronounce it void.” 

And in Lloyd’s case, supra, the position is stated as follows: “It is 
very generally held, universally so far as we are aware, that an action 
never lies when a plaintiff must have his claim, in whole or in part, on a 
violation by himself of the criminal or penal laws of the state.” 

True, there are many eases which hold that the imposition of a pen- 
altv, without more, will not always have the effect of avoiding the con- 
tract, but that when the agreement is not immoral or criminal itself, the 
courts, on perusal of the entire statute, its language, purpose, ete., may 
determine whether it was the meaning and intent of the Legislature to 
restrict the operation of the law to the penalty as expressed and specified 
therein or give it the further effect of avoiding the contract. To this 
principle may be referred the decisions as to the effect of penalties under 
the usury statutes and those in enforcement of the collection of taxes, 
ete., and, generally, the cases of Ober v. Kalzensten, 160 N. C., 489, 
in our own Court; ITarris v. Runnels, 53 U. 8S. (12 Howard), 79; 
Bowditch ve. New England Life Ins. Co., 141 Mass., 474; Newmeyer v. 
Wright, 75 Va., 239; Pangborn v. Westlake, 36 Iowa, 546; Lester v. 
Bank, 33 Md., 558; Dunlop v. Mercer, 156 Fed., 545, are in illustration 
of the position. 

On this record we are not called on to determine whether payment of 
the note could be enforced by a bona fide endorsce for value and before 
maturity, for the jury have found, and with no valid exception noted, 
that plaintiff is neither a holder for value nor without notice, nor even 
before maturity; and, therefore, his claim is affected with any of the 
infirmities available as between the original parties. 

There is no reversible error in the record, and the judgment on the 
verdict 1s affirmed. 

No error, 





J, Ik. BROADHURST y. F. H. BROOKS, TRUSTEE, ET AL. 
(filed 27 September, 1922.) 


1. Mortgagor—Rights of Junior Mortgagee. 
The junior mortgagee has the right to have the amount due under the 
senior mortgage ascertained and definitely determined, and, upon paying 
the sum so ascertained, take an assignment of the first mortgage. 


2. Same—Usury—Statutes. 
Where the senior mortgage is affected with a charge of usury, the 
amount to be paid by the junior mortgagee, before requiring the assign- 
ment, is the principal sum due, without interest. C. S., 2306. 
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#3. Same—Injunction. 

Where the mortgagor bas temporarily restrained the sale of land 
under the senior mortgage, it is proper for the judge hearing the matter 
to continue the injunction to be dissolved if the mortgagor should pay 
the amount ascertained to be due thereunder by a certain date, and, 
otherwise, order that the first mortgagee may proceec. to advertise and 
sell under the power of sale coutained in his prior mortgage. 

4, Mortgages—Rights of Junior Mortgagee-—-Title—Equity of Redemption. 

A second mortgagee has the legal title to the lands, subject only to the 
amount legally due upon the first mortgage and the equity of redemption 
in the mortgagor. 


Apprat by defendants from -L//en, J., at chambers -n Smithfield, 16 
August, 1922. 

This was a restraining order in behalf of plaintiff, a junior mortgagee 
of J. C. Stancill, forbidding the defendants to sell under a senior deed 
of trust exeeuted by J. C. Stancill and wife to secure a: indebtedness to 
the defendant Parrish. The defendants demurred to the complaint, and 
upon hearing before Allen, J., he overruled the demurrer and continued 
the restraining order theretofore granted by Daniels, J., to the final] 
hearing. The defendants appealed. 


Ed. S. Abell for plaintrff. 
Clifford & Townsend for defendants. 


Crark, C. J. Stancill and wife, in 1915, exeeuted their several 
promissory notes to Alonzo Parrish aggregating $20,000, the last of 
which fell due 1 January, 1921, and executed to F. H. Brooks, trustee, a 
deed of trust conveying certain lands as security therefor. The defend- 
ant Brooks, trustee, advertised said lands for sale under the deed of trust 
on 20 December, 1921. Stancill and wife thereupon instituted suit to 
restrain said sale, alleging that the defendant Parrish was guilty of 
usury, and had retained $2,000 of the principal, and that Stancili 
actually received only $18,000. On the hearing of the Stancill suit, 
Calvert, J., continued the restraining order upon condition that Stancill 
and wife should pay, on or before 4 April, 1922, $11,462.98, with the 
provision that if that sum was not paid by said date the restraining order 
would be dissolved and the trustee should be at liberty to readvertise 
and sell the land. The sum thus prescribed was the principal with legal 
interest. This action is by the second mortgagee, who contends that the 
sale should not take place if Stancill should fail to make such payment 
until the plaintiff is afforded full opportunity to pay the principal only, 
without interest. 
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The plaintiff alleges that he will be forced to purchase the mortgaged 
land in order to protect his rights as a junior mortgagee, and contends 
that this injunction should be continued to the hearing unless the sum 
due on the first mortgage, deducting all interest, should be ascertained 
and definitely determined, and he be given opportunity to pay that sum 
and take an assignment of the first mortgage. 

The junior mortgagee is entitled to pay off and discharge any valid 
lien upon the property, which cannot be done unless and until this 
amount is ascertained. Hlliott v. Brady, 172 N. C., 828. 

The plaintiff, as second mortgagee, has the legal title to the property 
subject only to the amount legally due upon the first mortgage, and the 
equity of redemption in the mortgagor. The hen of the first mortgage 
as against the second mortgagee, under our statute, if there has been 
usury as to the first mortgagee, is the principal without interest. C.8., 
2306. The plaintiff is entitled to have such sum ascertained and an 
order by the judge that upon payment of that sum by the second mort- 
gagee the first mortgage shall be assigned to him and the injunction 
should then be dissolved. Hlliott v. Brady, supra; Krwin v. Morris, 187 
N. C., 48. 

Affirmed. 





YELVERTON HARDWARE COMPANY y. PILAND AND SONS GARAGE 
COMPANY. 


(Filed 27 September, 1922.) 


Receivers-——Title—Chattel Mortgage—Registration—Liens. 


The title to the property of the creditor passes to the receiver at the 
time of his appointment by the court, and the holder of an unregistered 
chattel mortgage on his goods does not have a specific lien thereon, supe- 
rior to the rights of the general creditors, for which the receiver holds 
the title in trust. 


AppEaL by L. D. Gulley, one of the creditors of the defendant com- 
pany, and the petitioner in this cause, from a ruling of the receiver for 
said defendant, alleging divers specific liens on property at the time the 
receiver was appointed. The matter was heard on exceptions to the 
report of the receiver, before Allen, J., at August Term, 1922, of the 
Superior Court of Wayne, and the petitioner Gulley appealed. 


D. H. Bland and N.Y. Gulley for petitioner. 
E. M. Land and Hood & Hood for the other creditors of the company. 


126 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 


HARDWARE Co. v. GARAGE Co, 


Crarx, C. J. At the time a receiver was appointed to take charge of 
the property of the defendant garage company, it was indebted to the 
petitioner L. D. Gulley for borrowed money in various amounts, which 
were set out in promissory notes given at sundry times, secured by chattel 
mortgages on certain automobiles and trucks which were not registered 
at the time the receiver was appointed. The defendant Piland, and 
other creditors of the defendant company, contend that the petitioner is 
not entitled to the liens claimed, and also set up a claim of usury. The 
receiver did not pass upon the question of usury, it being agreed between 
all the parties that that matter should be postponed and litigated before 
the Superior Court. 

The receiver held that the petitioner Gulley is not entitled to a specific 
lien upon the automobiles and trucks set out in the ncte for that he had 
not obtained any hen thereon by registration at the time the receiver 
was appointed. The court properly sustained this ruling of the receiver. 

The automobiles and trucks embraced therein passed to the receiver 
for the benefit of the general creditors, and L. D. Gulley has no hen 
upon them, nor upon the proceeds. Starr v. Wharton, 177 N. C., 324. 

Observer Co. v. Inttle, 175 N. C., 44, 1s decisive of this question, the 
Court saying: “And it is held further with us that after proceedings are 
instituted and receivers appointed, no general creditor can, on his own 
account, take any separate or effective steps in furtherance of his claim,” 
and it is said further: “Under these conditions, it is in accord with 
right reason that a proceeding of this character and tie appointment of 
receivers thereunder shall be considered in the nature of judicial process 
by which the rights of general creditors are ‘fastened upon property’ 
within the meaning of the principle, and avoiding all claims for specific 
liens which have not obtained legal priority by having the same duly 
registered as provided and required by law; and well considered au- 
thority is in full support of the position,” citing numerous authorities. 

In Hardware Co. v. Holt, 173 N. C., 310, Hoke, J., says: “True, the 
receivers, unless otherwise provided in the order, could not properly 
assume control of the property till they had qualifiec. Certainly they 
could make no authoritative disposition of it before shat; but the lan- 
guage of the statute 1s that the property vests at the date of the appoint- 
ment, and that the title of the corporation is divested at that date. The 
statute was evidently expressed in these explicit and peremptory terms 
with a view of insuring a distribution of the property under conditions 
existent at the time of the appointment, and to prevent a creditor from 
obtaining any advantage over another from and after that time, and it is, 
therefore, expressly provided that from such date the corporation shall 
have no interest in the property on which a lien can be acquired.” 
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In this case there is no controversy that the property had been actually 
taken possession of by the receiver, but as shown in the above cited cases, 
if it had been otherwise the title passed upon the appointment of a 
receiver and the holder of an unregistered lien could acquire no priority 
subsequent to the date when the property was divested by the decree 
appointing the receiver. 


Affirmed. 





CORNELIA SERMONS, EXEcutrIx, v. FRANK ALLEN ET AL. 
(Filed 27 September, 1922.) 


1. Evidence — Written Contracts — Lost Writing — Contents—Search— 
Notice to Produce. 


Where a party to a written duplicated contract desires to introduce 
parol evidence of its terms, on the ground that he had lost his own copy, 
and on the failure of the adverse party to produce the duplicate original 
after notice, it is necessary that he shall have reasonably exhausted all 
sources of information and means of discovery of his own copy, of which 
the circumstances would suggest, and which were accessible to him; and 
the written notice to produce must also be reasonable as to time and 
place. 

2. Same—Nonresident Party. 

Where the adverse party, to whom notice to produce a written contract, 
the subject of the action, is to be given, resides at a different place from 
that of the trial, it is required, for the introduction of parol evidence of 
the terms of the writing, that such notice shall have been given him before 
he had left home to attend the trial, and notice thereof given him during 
the trial of the cause is insufficient. 


AppraL by defendants from Cranmer, J., at February Term, 1922, of 
CRAVEN. 

Civil action to recover damages for an alleged breach of warranty or 
guarantee in a contract for the sale of land. 

There was evidence on behalf of the plaintiff tending to show that 
the defendants agreed to sell the land in question, guaranteeing the plain- 
tiff’s husband (since deceased) the sum of $20,000 in cash, or satisfac- 
tory notes and mortgage for said amount from the purchasers, and the 
defendants were to receive and retain all over and above this amount 
as commissions for making the sale. All costs of sale were to be paid by 
defendants. The land, supposed to contain 141.2 acres, was sold by the 
acre at $144 per acre, making a total of $20,332.80. Later the pur- 
chasers discovered that there was a shortage of 12.3 acres in the acreage, 
and they demanded a rebate or a credit of $1,771.20 on their note. This 
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was allowed by the plaintiff, and she now brings suit to recover said 
amount from the defendants, on their alleged guarantee of a net return 
of $20,000. 

The defendants contend that they were only the selling agents of the 
owners, and that no such guarantee was incorporated in the contract. 
The whole amount of the purchase price was turned over to plaintiil’s 
husband, and he paid the defendants their commission cf $382.80. 

From a verdict and judgment in favor of plaintiff, the defendants 
appealed. 


Moore & Dunn and R.A. Nunn for plaintrff. 
Guion & Guron for defendants. 


Sracy, J. The contract between the parties was in writing, but it 
was not offered in evidence. Its terms are in dispute and the plaintiff 
undertook to show what they were by secondary proof. The appeal 
presents, in the first instance, the competency of this evidence. 

Henry L. Sermons, son of the plaintiff, but who was not a party to 
the suit, testified that there were four copies of the contract; that he 
had a copy, his father and mother each had a copy, and that the defend- 
ants had a copy. He further testified: “I do not know what became 
of them after the sale was concluded. I kept my copy in my trunk in 
the house. My wife and I have both looked thoroughly for it. I have 
not looked for my mother’s copy. We live about one hundred and fifty 
yards apart. 

“Q. Just state what the contract was?” 

Defendants’ counsel to the court: “If your Honor please, no notice 
has been served on us.” 

The court to defendants’ counsel: “Yes, sir; let that appear in the 
record.” 

Plaintiff’s counsel to the court: “We now demand production of it, if 
they have it.” 

The witness further testified, on cross-examination: “I think there 
were two separate contracts made, one between me and Allen and Murray 
(for my part of the land), and one between my mother and father and 
Allen and Murray. . . . I really don’t know whether there were two 
contracts or not. That’s the truth, for sure, I think there were two.” 

Mrs. Sermons testified: “I remember the time the contract was 
made. I have never seen the contract since the day the land was sold.” 

“The court found asa fact that the contract in question, in the posses- 
sion of the plaintiff, had been lost, and that a diligent search for it had 
been made, to which the defendants excepted.” 

We agree with counsel for defendants that the foregoing was not 
sufficient to warrant the introduction of secondary evidence to prove the 
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contents of the written instrument. Avery v. Stewart, 134 N. C., 287, 
where this question is exhaustively treated in an opinion by Associate 
Justice Walker. The only positive evidence of the loss of the contract 
here sued upon was the testimony of Mrs. Sermons to the effect that she 
had not seen the contract since the day of sale. The rule applicable in 
such cases is stated in 1 Greenleaf on Evidence, sec. 558 (16 ed., sec. 
563 b), as follows: “It seems that 1n general the party is expected to 
show that he has in good faith exhausted, in a reasonable degree, all the 
sources of information and means of discovery which the nature of the 
ease would naturally suggest, and which were accessible to him.” See, 
also, Green v. Grocery Co., 159 N. C., 118, and Thompson v. Lumber 
Co. 168 N.C, 228, 

It will be observed that the court’s finding only established the loss 
and inability, after diligent search, to locate the plaintiff’s copy of the 
contract. No notice was served on the defendants, prior to the trial, to 
produce their copy. The cause was then being tried in Craven County, 
and the defendant Allen lives in Wake. “Generally, if the party dwells 
in another town than that in which the trial is had, a service on him (to 
produce papers) at the place where the trial is had, or after he has left 
home to attend the court, is not sufficient.” Beard v. R. R., 143 N. C., 
141, 

The other exceptions are not likely to arise on another hearing, and 
we shall not consider them now. 

New trial. 





T. S. SOUTHGATE vy. B. M. ELFENBEIN cktT At. 
(Filed 27 September, 1922.) 


1. Deeds and Conveyances——Ejectment—Reservations in Deed—Burden 
of Proof. 

The burden is on the defendant in ejectment, claiming that the locus in 

quo is within the exception of the plaintiff’s deed, both claiming under a 

common source of title, to show that it is, in order to maintain his defense, 


2. Same—Evidence—Nonsuit—Questions for Jury—tTrials. 

The plaintiff and defendant in ejectment claimed under a common 
source of title, and the defendant relied upon the contention that the locus 
in guo was within the reservation of the plaintiff's deed, and the reserva- 
tions were not set out in plaintiff’s deeds by particular metes and bounds, 
but incorporated therein by reference to other deeds, which were not 
offered in evidence: Held, the case was one for the jury, and defendants’ 
motion as of nonsuit upon the evidence was improperly granted. 


9—184 
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ApPEAL by plaintiff from Cranmer, J., at June Term, 1922, of 
CARTERET. 

Civil action to quiet title, subsequently converted into an action of 
ejectment, and to recover damages for an alleged trespass. 

At the close of plaintiff’s evidence, on motion of defendants, there 
was a judgment as of nonsuit, from which the plaintiff appealed. 


Julius F. Duncan for plaintrff. 
C. R. Wheatly for defendants. 


Sracy, J. On the hearing it was admitted that plaintiff and defend- 
ants claim title to the locus 1n quo from a common grantor, Isaiah 
Mason. 

In deraigning plaintiff’s title, he offered in evidence certain deeds 
covering the property and describing it by metes and bounds, but con- 
taining two exceptions to lands previously conveyed by Jsaiah Mason to 
Ephream Willis and to W. P. Mason. The defendants claim the lands 
under Ephream Willis and W. P. Mason, and thus under the exceptions 
in the plaintiff’s deeds. But these deeds, under which the defendants 
claim. were not offered in evidence. The correctness of the nonsuit, 
therefore, depends upon whether the plaintiff or the defendants had the 
burden of showing that the disputed land lay outside the excepted 
territory. 

This identical question was before the Court in the case of Gudger 
v. Hensley, 82 N. C., 482, where it was held: “In ejectment, where a 
party relies upon a reservation in a grant to support his title, the onus 
is on him to show that the land claimed is embraced within its terms.” 
And in Bernhardt v. Brown, 122 N. C., 590, it was said: “The defend- 
ants except because ‘5,000 acres being excepted from the grant, under 
which the plaintiffs claim, the burden is on the plaintiffs to show that 
the land sued for is not the excepted part.’ The law is well settled 
otherwise. ‘The locus in quo being within the boundary of plaintiffs’ 
deed, and defendant claiming under exceptions in said deed, it is clear 
that it 18 incumbent on him to bring himself within the exceptions by 
proof,” citing Steel Co. v. Edwards, 110 N. C., 358, and Gudger »v. 
Hensley, supra. Again, in Laumber Co. v. Cedar Co., 142 N. C., 422: 
“It may now be taken as settled law that a party claiming land to be 
within an exception must take the burden of proving it,” citing a number 
of authorities. See, also, Bright v. Lumber Co. (at this term), and 
cases there cited. Bowser v. Wescott, 145 N. C., 61; Currie v. Hawkins, 
118 N. ©., 598. 

Under the foregoing principle, it follows that his Honor should have 
submitted the question to the jury, and that the motion for judgment as 
of nonsuit should have been overruled. 
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It may be well to note that the exceptions in question were not set out 
in the plaintiff’s deeds by particular metes and bounds so as to show 
upon the face of the instruments the internal as well as the external 
limits and bounds of the property conveyed. The entire property was 
covered by the general description in the deeds, but the exceptions were 
incorporated therein only by reference to other deeds. Brown v. Rick- 
ard, 107 N. C., 645. 

The judgment of nonsuit will be set aside, and the cause referred to 
another jury. 

Reversed. 





D. 8S. JONES er at. v. CITY OF NEW BERN kT At. 
(Filed 27 September, 1922.) 


1. Schools — Bonds — Taxation — Municipal Debts—Election—Board of 
Trustees of New Bern Academy—Statutes—Amendatory Act. 


The board of trustees of New Bern Academy, incorporated by 7 George 
III., and recognized by legislation in North Carolina by amendment from 
time to time, and given powers incident to boards of this character for 
issuing bonds, as well as plenary powers in the management of the school, 
found it necessary in stringent financial times to borrow money at various 
times from banks in order to keep the schools going. Upon the presenta- 
tion of the matter to the board of aldermen of the city, an election was 
had upon the question of issuing bonds to take up the debt, in accordance 
with the Municipal Finance Act of 1921, and the proposition was approved : 
Held, the said board of trustees is an official board of said city, and its 
debts are the debts of the city, C. S., 2987; and the bonds issued by them 
to take up the indebtedness created before 5 December, 1921, and approved 
by the voters, are a valid obligation of the city, under the amendment of 
chapter 106, Extra Session of 1921, to C. 8., 2987 (2), authorizing munici- 
palities to fund or refund their indebtedness. See C. 8., 2787, 2960 (2), 
2937 (1). 

2. Schools — Bonds — Taxation—Municipal Corporations—Necessaries— 
Elections—Ratification. 

Where a school board of trustees has borrowed money, and an election 
is regularly called to vote upon the question as to taking up the debt by 
a bond issue, the approval of the voters at the election afterwards so 
held is a ratification of the previous act of the school board, C. S., 2988, 
and renders unimportant the question as to whether the money had been 
borrowed for necessary purposes. 


AprraL by plaintiff from Calvert, J., at September Term, 1922, of 
CRAVEN. 

This was a controversy submitted without action upon a case agreed. 
The board of trustees of the New Bern Academy was incorporated by 7 
George III., 3 November, 1766, and amended since by Laws 1883, ch. 
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117; Laws 1887, ch. 135. By Laws 1899, ch. 547, the board of trustees of 
New Bern Academy was constituted the board of trustees for the New 
Bern Graded Schools, and vested with “power to employ and fix the com- 
pensation of superintendents for said schools and suck. teachers as are 
necessary, and to do all such acts as are necessary to carry on said 
schools.’ By this last mentioned act provision was also made for hold- 
ing an election to vote on a special tax of 1215 cents on “he $100 for said 
schools. 

By Private Laws 1907, ch. 52, “The Board of Trustees of the New 
Bern Graded Schools” was incorporated with the usuel powers, and a 
provision was made that “All special city school taxes and all publie 
school funds derived from the State and county for the use and benefit 
of said schools shall be paid to the treasurer of the said board of trustees 
of the New Bern Graded Schools for the use and benef:t of said graded 
schools”; and further, “That said board of trustees shal. have entire and 
exclusive control of the said graded schools in the eity of New Bern; 
shall prescribe rules and regulations for the government of the same; 
shall employ, prescribe the qualifications, and fix the compensation of 
all officers and teachers in the said graded schools; shall arrange a proper 
course of study, and shall exercise such other powers as shall be neces- 
sary for the proper control and operation of the said schools,” and under 
the authority of Private Laws 1909, ch. 324, an election was ordered by 
which an additional special tax of TY cents per $100 was voted for said 
schools. 

By the authority of Private Laws 1913, ch. 176, another election was 
held, in which an additional tax of 10 cote per | $100 was voted, and the 
city of New Bern was authorized to issue $40,000 in bonds for said 
schools, of which amount $20,000 was issued, and, as provided in the 
act, the money was paid over to the board of trustees in such manner 
and for such uses and purposes in the building and equipment of build- 
ings and in the maintenance of the schools as said board directed. 

In the beginning certain property was given to the board of trustees 
of the New Bern Academy, and from time to time property has been 
received by gift, bought, mortgaged, and sold and debts contracted and 
paid during the 156 years since the board was incorporated, and in all 
this time the power of the board to do these things has been unquestioned. 

During the recent World War the expenses of operating the graded 
schools in said city greatly increased, and the board of trustees, to keep 
the schools open, was compelled to anticipate the collection of taxes by 
borrowing money from the banks of the city. Loans were duly author- 
ized by the board, and notes given for the amounts borrewed which have 
been renewed from time to time. These loans within a “ew vears agegre- 
gated $30,000, and it was deemed impractical to pay the indebtedness 
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out of the current revenues, which are barely adequate to pay current 
expenses. The board of trustees presented the matter to the board of 
aldermen of the city of New Bern, and the board of aldermen duly 
authorized the issuance of $30,000 of funding bonds of the city of New 
Bern, for paying the debt of the board of trustees of the New Bern 
Graded Schools incurred as above stated. Section 5 of the ordinance 
provides: “This ordinance shall take effect when approved by the voters 
of the city of New Bern at an election as provided by the Municipal 
Finance Act of 1921.” 

A new registration was ordered, and a notice of election duly given as 
required by law, and the election was held 16 May, 1922, at which a 
majority of the qualified voters of the city authorized the issuance of 
said bonds for the aforesaid purpose of paying the debt of the New Bern 
Graded Schools. The result was duly canvassed, declared, and pub- 
lished, and pursuant thereto the board of aldermen have levied a tax 
sufficient to pay the principal and interest of said bonds, and is preparing 
to advertise and sell the same. 

The validity of said bonds and the levy of said tax were submitted to 
the court, after a controversy without action in the manner required 
by law. 

The case coming on before the court upon the case agreed, the court 
adjudged that “said $30,000 refunding bonds of the city of New Bern, 
N. C., for paying the debt of the New Bern Graded Schools, and the 
annual tax to pay the principal and interest of said bonds, approved by 
a majority of the qualified voters of said city at an election held on 
16 May, 1922, are valid, and it is ordered that said bonds be issued in 
accordance with law, and that said tax be annually levied and collected.” 

The plaintiff in this action is a resident, voter, property owner, and 
taxpayer in said city, and has instituted this action on his own behalf 
and that of all other residents, voters, property owners, and taxpayers 
of said city. The defendants are the board of aldermen of said city, 
the mayor, city clerk, treasurer, and city tax collector, From said judg- 
ment the plaintiff appealed. 


W. D. McIver for plainteff. 
R.A. Nunn for defendants. 


Crark, C. J. The facts being agreed, the only assignment of error 
is to the judgment. The plaintiff contends that the debt is not “a debt 
of the municipality” within the meaning of C. S., 2937 (2), as amended 
by Laws 1921, Extra Session, ch. 106, which authorized municipalities 
“to fund or refund a debt of the municipality incurred before 5 Decem- 
ber, 1921.” The defendants contend that the board of trustees of the 
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New Bern Graded Schools is an official board of said city, and its debts 
are debts of the city, and, therefore, the debts proposed to be funded by 
means of said bond issue are debts within the meaning of subdivision (2), 
QO. S., 2937. 

The city government collects the school taxes and pays over the money 
to the school trustees, whose duty 1t 1s to maintain the schools, and if 
necessary, borrow money for that purpose in anticipation of the collec- 
tion of taxes. Otherwise, at times it would be necessary to close down 
the schools. 

C.S., 2787, provides that the city shall have the power “to appropriate 
the money of the city for all lawful purposes.” C.S., 2960 (2), reads: 
“The authorization of bonds by a municipality shall be deemed to be an 
appropriation of the maximum authorized amount of the bonds for the 
purposes for which they are to be issued.” CC. §., 2937 (1), provides: 
“A municipality may issue its negotiable bonds for any one or more of 
the following purposes: (1) For any purposes or purpose for which it 
may raise or appropriate money, except for current expenses,” and 
Public Laws 1921, ch. 133, last paragraph of section 4 reads: “Bonds 
hereafter issued by or on behalf of any school district may be issued in 
the name of such corporation or in the name of any incorporated official 
board or body authorized to issue said bonds, or in such other manner as 
may be authorized by law.” 

The schools of the city owe $30,000, and the city is l:able for the debt. 
The trustees of the school and the board of aldermen deem it better to 
fund with city bonds than to pay it out of current reverues. Ordinances 
were duly adopted to that effect, the question was submitted to the voters, 
the election regularly held, and a majority of the qual'fied voters of the 
city voted in favor of issuing the bonds and levying tre tax to pay the 
same. C.S8., 2787, provides that the city may appropriate money for all 
lawful purposes, and under C, S., 2960, these bonds were authorized as 
an appropriation for the purposes for which issued. A municipality 
may issue bonds, C. S., 2987. 

When the bonds to be issued are not for necessary expenses, then the 
ordinance must be approved by the voters at an election as provided in 
the Municipal Finance Act, C. S., 2938. This has been done. Even if 
the board of trustees had no power to contract the debt in the administra- 
tion of the schools without first having the sanction of the voters 
expressed in an election, they have ratified and confirmed the issuance 
by their vote in the election of 16 May, 1922. Hammond v. McRae, 182 
N.C., 747. 

On consideration of that case, we think it is unnecessary to cite fur- 
ther authority, and the judgment of his Honor is 

Affirmed. 
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TOWN OF ROANOKE RAPIDS vy. JOHN L. PATTERSON. 
(Filed 27 September, 1922.) 


1. Taxation—Time of Listing Property. 


In 1919 the taxpayer was required to list his taxes on the first of May, 
and by Public Laws 1919, ch. 84, sec. 8, all property was required to have 
been listed as of 1 January for the years 1920, 1921, 1922, 1923, upon the 
valuation of May, 1919. By ch. 1, sec. 1, Extra Session of 1920, the 
valuation of 1 May, 1919, was approved and accepted fer the years stated, 
and by sec. 8 of ch. 1, Extra Session of 1920, except for the purpose of 
taxation of the year 1920, the taxes were required to be listed 1 May, that 
is, those of 1921, etc.: Held, the language of these acts is unambiguous, 
leaving nothing open to construction, and requires that for the year 1920 
the tax on property was to be charged on the tax books as of the first 
day of the year. 


2. Same—Donicile. 


Under the provisions of our statutes, all personal property and all 
taxable polls shall be listed by the taxpayer in the township in which 
he resides, the residence in such instances being interpreted as the place 
of domicile. 


8. Same—Residence—-Animus Manendi. 

The words “domicile” and “residence” are not, in accuracy, convertible 
terms, the former being a person’s fixed and established dwelling place, 
as distinguished from his temporary, although actual, place of “residence,” 
the former implying both his physical presence in a particular locality 
and his intention to make this locality a permanent abiding place, both 
as to actual residence or occupancy and as to the animus manendi. 

4. Taxation—Change of Domicile—Place Where Taxes Are Due. 


Where a taxpayer has listed his property for taxation in May, 1919, in 
the township of his domicile, and a few days prior to 1 January, 1920, 
has made arrangements and intends to move his domicile to another town- 
ship, but does not actually reside there until 3 January, 1920, his taxes 
are due and payable at the place of his former domicile, or the township 
from which he has removed. 


Apprat by defendant from Allen, J., at March Term, 1922, of 
Hatirax. 

The issue was answered by the jury in favor of the plaintiff, and 
from the judgment rendered the defendant appealed. 


George C. Green for plaintiff. 
W. E. Daneel, Travis & Travis, and Damel & Daniel for defendant. 


Apams, J. On1 January, 1920, the defendant had situate in the town 
of Roanoke Rapids real property of the value of $2,700, and owned 
personal property of the value of $21,321. The plaintiff levied for that 
year a tax of 85 cents on property valued at $100. Upon the defendant’s 
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refusal to pay the tax assessed against his property, the plaintiff brought 
suit and recovered judgment. The appeal involves the two questions 
whether the owner was required to list his property as of 1 January, 
1920, and if so, whether at that time the defendant was a resident of 
Roanoke Rapids. In 1919 the taxpayer filed his verified statement with 
the list-taker on 1 May; but the next year it was not so. Special 
machinery was provided by the Revaluation Act. “All real property 
shall be valued as of 1 May, 1919, and when such valuation has been 
completed, it shall become the value to be used for all tax purposes for 
the years 1920, 1921, 1992, and 1928. All personal property shall be 
listed as of 1 January in each year, and from and after the completion 
of the revaluation herein provided for all real property shall be listed 
as of 1 January of each year.” Pubhe Laws 1919, ch. 84, sec. 6. See 
secs. 19, 21. “The assessment of valuation of property, made under 
provisions of chapter 84 of the Public Laws of 1919, is hereby approved 
by the General Assembly and adopted as the basis for the levy of tax 
rates by the State, and by all subdivisions of the State for which taxes 
are levied for the year 1920, and the valuation of real property so fixed 
shall be adopted for the years 1921, 1922, and 1923, except as such 
valuations may be hereafter changed according to law.” Pubhe Laws, 
Extra Session, 1920, ch. 1, sec. 1. ‘The tax upon all real and personal 
property shall be charged upon the tax books for the year 1920 against 
the owners of such property on 1 January, 1920, in accordance with the 
intent and purpose of chapter 84 of the Public Laws of 1919, and when- 
ever In sald act there is any provision requiring property to be listed for 
taxation after the year 1920 on 1 January, that such provisions are 
hereby amended by substituting in lieu thereof the words ‘1 May,’ to the 
end that all personal property may be lsted, and all real property 
relisted as of 1 May after the year 1920, under the rules and regulations 
as may be hereafter provided by the General Assembly.” Publie Laws, 
Extra Session, 1920, sec. 8. In these statutes the legislative intent is 
clearly indicated; the language 1s unambiguous, and resort to extrinsic 
aids to construction is not required. The conclusion is imavoidable that 
for the year 1920 the tax on property was to be charged on the tax books 
as of the first day of the year. The time for listing property since 1920 
is designated in Publie Laws, Extra Session, 1920, ch. 1, sec. 8, supra. 
The law provides that all personal property and all taxable polls shall 
be listed in the township in which the person so charged resides. Ordi- 
narily this is the place of domicile. Hall v. Fayetteville, 115 N. C., 281. 
The question of the defendant’s domicile was submitted to the jury. 
His counsel requested the instruction that if it was his intention to 
terminate his legal domicile in Roanoke Rapids on 31 December, 1919, 
and to transfer it to Rosemary, and in pursuance thereof removed with 
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his family from Roanoke Rapids on the morning of 3 January, and 
thereafter listed his personal property in Rosemary, he was not a resident 
of Roanoke Rapids on the first of January. This instruction his Honor 
declined, and charged the jury that both an intention or purpose and 
the consummation of such purpose were necessary to effect a change of 
domicile. When accurately used, “domicile” and “residence” are not 
convertible terms. Domicile is a person’s fixed, permanent, established 
dwelling-place, as distinguished from his temporary, although actual, 
place of residence. Salem v. Lyme, 29 Conn., 74; Reynolds v. Cotton 
Mills, 177 N. C., 412; Wheeler v. Cobb, 75 N. C., 21; Horne v. Horne, 
31 N. C., 99. Domicile imphes both physical presence in a particular 
locality and an intention to make such locality a permanent abiding 
place—both a residence and the animus manendi. The defendant’s own 
testimony is to the effect that he acquired his domicile at Roanoke 
Rapids in 1901, and is, moreover, substantially an admission that he 
made no change of domicile or residence until 3 January, 1920. By 
careful examination of the record, we are satisfied that the defendant’s 
exceptions should not be sustained, and that the appeal presents 
No error. 


J. B. COLT COMPANY v. MRS. O. R. TURLINGTON. 
(Filed 27 September, 1922.) 


1. Contracts, Written—Effect of Signature of Party—Vendor and Pur- 
chaser. 
One having signed a written contract is presumed to have read and 
agreed to it, and ordinarily is bound by its terms. 


2. Same—Parol Evidence-—Evidence—tTrials, 


Where the purchaser has signed with the vendor’s selling agent a con- 
tract for the sale of goods, in this case a heating and lighting plant, 
naming the contract price in a certain sum, restricting the terms of the 
contract to those therein stated, and expressly excluding any representa- 
tion the agent may make not included in its written terms, parol evidence 
on the purchaser’s behalf, in the absence of fraud or other equitable 
defense that would avoid the contract, tending to show that the agent, as 
a part of the consideration, had agreed for his principal, that the price 
named included other obligations of the principal, in this case the installa- 
tion of the plant, is incompetent as contradicting the terms of the writing. 


3. Same—Waiver—Burden of Proof. 


Where the purchaser is excluded by the written terms of his contract 
from showing, by parol evidence, other obligations the agent of the seller 
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had agreed to for him, as principal, the burden of proof is on him to show 
that the agent had a right to waive the written terms of the contract, if 
he relies thereon as a defense in an action brought to recover the contract 
price. 


Apprrat by plaintiff from Calvert, J., at February Term, 1922, of 
Harnett. 

On 4 October, 1917, the parties entered into a written contract for 
the purchase by the defendant of a heating and hghting plant. The 
plaintiff brought suit to recover the contract price of $206.25, with 
interest. The defendant admitted the execution of the written instru- 
ment, and alleged that the plaintiff verbally contracted to install the 
svstem at her home and had failed and refused to do so. Under an 
instruction of the court to answer the first issue nothing if they found 
the facts to be as testified to, and to consider the evidence as to the 
second, the jury found that the defendant was not indebted to the plain- 
tiff, and that the plaintiff was indebted to the defendant in the sum of 
$8.26—5.26 for freight and $3 for hauling the plant from the station 
to the defendant’s house. From the judgment rend2red the plaintiff 
appealed. 


Young, Best & Young for plainteff. 
Clifford & Townsend for defendant. 


Apvams, J. The defendant admitted the execution of the written con- 
tract, which was introduced in evidence. Among other stipulations 
therein are these: “This order shall become a contract between the 
purchaser and the company upon acceptance thereof in the space below 
by one of the officers of said company; it being understood that this 
statement, upon such acceptance, covers all of the agreements between 
the purchaser and the company, and that no agent or representative of 
the company has made any statement or verbal agreement modifying or 
adding to the terms and conditions herein set forth. i is further under- 
stood that upon acceptance of this order, the contract so made cannot be 
canceled or revoked by either party, nor may it be altered or modified by 
any agent of the company, or in any manner except by agreement in 
writing between the purchaser and the company acting by one of its 
officers.” The defendant did not allege fraud or mistake, or any other 
equitable defense in her answer, but alleged only the plaintiff’s breach 
of contract to install the machinery. For the purpose of showing such 
breach, the defendant was permitted to offer proof that the plaintiff’s 
agent delivered to her an unsigned paper-writing and told her it was a 
copy of the written contract; and that this paper contained the item, 
“Tnstalling, $35,” which is not in the original order. She was permitted 
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to introduce also certain of her letters addressed to the plaintiff charging 
it with a breach of contract in failing to set up the generator and 
appliances at her dwelling. To the admission of this evidence the 
defendant excepted. 

The exception, in our opinion, should have been sustained. The 
defendant has not alleged that she is entitled to the cancellation of her 
contract on the ground that she was deceived by the plaintiff’s agent, 
and thereby lulled into security. Having signed the contract, she is 
presumed to have read it, and is bound by its terms. Dellinger v. Gil- 
lespie, 118 N. C., 737; Groffin v. Lumber Co., 140 N. C., 520; Medicine 
Oo. v. Mizell, 148 N. C., 384; Leonard v. Power Co., 155 N. C., 17; 
Taylor v. Edmunds, 176 N. C., 827. 

Since the defendant 1s bound by her written contract, it is apparent 
that she cannot offer evidence to alter, vary, or contradict 1ts provisions. 
She expressly stipulated that her written order should cover all the 
agreements between her and the plaintiff, and that the agent neither had 
made nor should make any verbal agreement modifying or adding to its 
contents. If the agent gave her an unsigned paper with a stipulation 
not appearing in the contract she had executed, the plaintiff was not 
bound by the agent’s unauthorized agreement, because not only was the 
agent’s authority limited, but the defendant in express terms assented to 
the limitation. It is true that a restriction on an agent’s powers ordi- 
narily may be waived; but even then the burden rests on the party 
claiming the waiver to show that it was within the scope of the agent’s 
authority, and it must be shown, not by the agent’s declaration, but 
aliunde. In the case at bar the language used in Medicine Co. v. Mizell, 
supra, may appropriately be employed: “But it is positively stated in 
the order that there is no agreement, verbal or otherwise, affecting the 
terms of the order, except the one expressed therein, and to this the 
defendant freely assented by signing the written instrument. The well 
settled rule of law forbids him now to show the contrary by oral testi- 
mony.” Moffitt v. Maness, 102 N. C., 457; Taylor v. Hunt, 118 N. C,, 
168; Walker v. Venters, 148 N. C., 388; Basnight v. Jobbing Co., 148 
N. C., 350; Walker v. Cooper, 150 N. C., 129; Woodson v, Beck, 151 
N. C., 145. 

For error in the admission of incompetent evidence, the plaintiff is 
entitled to a new trial. Let this be certified. 

New trial. 
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JEANETTE BROTHERS COMPANY v. HOVEY & COMPANY et AL.. AND 
MARS HILL TRUST COMPANY, INTERVENER., 


(Filed 4 October, 1922.) 


1. Contracts—Offer and Acceptance—Reasonable Time—-Evidence-—Ques- 
tions for Jury—Trials. 


Where men of fair minds may come to differing conclusions on the 
question, the reasonableness of the time in which an offeree must accept a 
contract for the sale of goods is a question for the jury, when the parties 
have determined upon no specific time in which the acceptance must be 
made, but only that it be a reasonable one. 


2. Same—United States Mails. 

Where the seller of potatoes has made an offer of sa'e for future deliv- 
ery to the proposed purchaser to be accepted within a reasonable time 
therefrom, by mail, the purchaser's letter of acceptances within a reason- 
able time, and mailed to the seller before receipt of the latter’s letter of 
cancellation, completes the contract, and upon the seller’s breach thereof 
the purchaser may recover his damages. 


3. Contracts—Offer and Acceptance—Breach—Damages, 


Where the seller has breached his contract of sale of potatoes, to have 
been delivered to the purchaser at a specified future time and place, the 
measure of damages is the difference between the contract price, and the 
market value of the potatoes at the time when and at the place where 
the goods should have been delivered by the terms of the contract. 

4, Same—Instructions—Verdict—Appeal and Error—Harmless Error. 

In this action, permitting a recovery by the defendant of damages for 
the plaintiff’s (seller’s) breach of contract in the delivery of potatoes, the 
jury having awarded as damages the difference between the contract price 
and the market value, ete., an instruction that allowed them to include 
the defendant’s loss under contracts he had made with third parties, if 
erroneous, was harmless error. 

5. Contracts—Breach—Attachment—Intervener—Banks and Banking— 
Agency for Collection—Principal and Agent. 

Where the defendant pleads and relies on a counterclaim for damages 
alleged to have been caused by the plaintiff’s breach of the contract he 
has sued on, and has attached here a draft of the plaintiff, a resident of 
another state: Held, a bank that has intervened, claiming the right to 
the proceeds of the draft, cannot maintain this position when the jury 
have found, under correct instructions upon sufficient evidence. that the 
intervening bank was only an agent for collection. 


APPEAL by defendant from Ferguson, J.. at February Term, 1922, of 
Pasquotank. 

Civil action for breach of contract of sale for seed potatoes. There 
was evidence tending to show that in November, 1919, W. il. Jeanette, 
a member of plaintiff firm of Elizabeth City, N. C., was at Resque Isle, 
Maine, and made a tentative agreement with defendaits, resident and 
doing business at Mars Hill, Maine, for the purchase of 1,100 sacks of 
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seed potatoes at $5.60 per sack, and that the contract of sale was to be in 
writing, and $1 per sack paid thereon at time same was completed. The 
potatoes sold for delivery between 1 and 20 January, 1920. That pur- 
suant to an arrangement between them over the telephone, defendants, or 
their agent, was to have contract at railroad station as plaintiff was on 
his return. That on 6 November the written contract was brought to 
station by defendant’s agent, and it was then further agreed that W. H. 
Jeanette should take same home with him to Elizabeth City and examine 
and decide on the question of acceptance, notifying defendant within a 
reasonable time after his return, and also remit the prepayment of $1 
per sack. There was also an offer on part of defendants that plaintiff 
should have option to purchase 400 additional sacks at the same price on 
given notice of acceptance as aforesaid. That W. H. Jeanette, who had 
been in Maine on his wedding trip, had contracted a severe cold and was 
very ill from its effects, making it necessary for him to remain in New 
York for six or seven days on his return journey, and he did not arrive 
at Elizabeth City till 12 or 15 November. That there was no increase 
of the price of potatoes of any significance during November, and plain- 
tiff, considering that the matter was in no way urgent, did not com- 
municate with defendants about the matter till 29 November, when he 
wrote and duly mailed a letter to defendants notifying them of the 
acceptance of the contract, and enclosing check for $1,100, the stipulated 
amount of the prepayment. It further appeared that on 14 November 
defendants had written plaintiffs, withdrawing the offer of the 400 
additional sacks, and on 28 November defendants had mailed a letter at 
Mars Hill, addressed to plaintiffs at Elizabeth City, withdrawing the 
written offer of the 1,100 sacks, but this in the ordinary course of mail 
could not and did not reach Elizabeth City for three or four days, and 
was not received until after plaintiffs had mailed their letter of accept- 
ance, enclosing the check. 

Defendants’ evidence was to the effect that at the time the written 
contract was delivered, plaintiff had told defendant’s agent that he 
would probably reach Elizabeth City by the 1ith, and only a reasonable 
time was to be allowed for acceptance. That there was no marked rise 
in the price of potatoes until 15 December, and after that there was a 
continued advance during the selling season. The evidence further 
showed that from 1 to 20 January, the period for delivery, the market 
value of potatoes was from seven to eight dollars per sack wholesale in 
carload lots, and plaintiff could have sold all of these at from $9 to 
$10.50 per sack in the course of his business. 

An inspection of the record shows also that plaintiffs had sued out 
an attachment in the cause, and had same levied on a draft, and its 
proceeds in the hands of National Bank of Elizabeth City for $1,614.49, 
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said draft having been drawn by Hovey & Company on Spence and 
Hollowell in Elizabeth City, and sent to said bank for collection by the 
Mars Hill Trust Company, and it appeared further that on 30 October, 
1920, said Mars Hill Trust Company was allowed to intervene and set 
up its claim to this draft and its proceeds. And on the trial offered 
evidence tending to show that it had purchased the draft for full value 
and was the bona fide owner of same. There were also facts in evidence 
permitting the inference that said trust company was not the owner in 
good faith, but that it had received and forwarded the draft merely as 
collecting agent for defendant. 

On issues submitted, the jury rendered the following verdict: 

“1, Did the plaintiff and the defendant enter into a contract relating 
to the purchase of potatoes, as alleged in the complaint? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“2. Was the plaintiff ready, able, and willing to ecmply with said 
contract? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“3. Did the defendant wrongfully refuse to comply with said contract ? 
Answer : ‘Yes.’ 

“4, What damages, if any, is the plaintiff entitled to recover? An- 
swer : ‘$2,265,’ 

“}. Was the interpleader, the Mars Hill Trust Company, the owner 
of the proceeds of draft attached in this case, at the date of said attach- 
ment? Answer: ‘No’ ” 

Judgment on the verdict for plaintiffs, and defendant appealed, 
assigning errors, 


Ehringhaus & Small for plaintiff. 
W. A. Worth for defendant. 


Lhompson & Wilson for intervener. 


Ifoxr, J. According to the evidence and contentions of both of the 
parties, the plaintiff had a reasonable time in which to accept defend- 
ant’s offer, and it 1s held in this jurisdiction that when men of fair 
minds can come to differing conclusions upon it, the question of reason- 
able time is for the jury. JTZolden v. Royall, 169 N. C., 676-678; Clause 
v. Lee, 140 N. C., 552; Blalock v. Clark, 187 N. C., 140. In application 
of the principle, and under a proper charge, the jury Lave necessarily 
determined that defendant’s offer continued to be an open one, and this 
being true, the further instruction of his Honor is in full accord with 
the authorities on the subject, that if plaintiff mailed his letter of aecept- 
ance at Elizabeth City on 29 November, enclosing check, and before 
notice of withdrawal received, the contract was “consummated,” though 
defendants had mailed such notice at Mars Hill on the day previous. 
Patrick v. Bowman, 149 U.S., 411; Tayloe, Appellant, v. Merchant Fire 
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Ins. Co., 50 U. S., 390; Brayer v. Shaw, 198 Mass., 198; Wheat et al. v. 
Cross, 81 Md., 99; American notes to Benjamin on Sales (7 ed.), p. 78; 
Byrnes v. Van Trenhoven, 5th L. Rep., 1879-1880, C. P. D., p. 344; 
Anson on Contracts, sec. 51; Ist Paige on Contracts (2 ed.), sec. 134, 

The precise case is presented in Patrick v. Bowman, supra, where it 
was held, among other things: When an offer is made and accepted by 
the posting of a letter of acceptance before notice of withdrawal is 
received, the contract is not impaired by the fact that a revocation had 
been mailed before the letter of acceptance. 

And in Wheat, etc. v. Cross, supra, in facts not dissimilar to those 
presented here, it was held: “That until notice of withdrawal actually 
reached the vendor, the offer was continuing and the acceptance thereof 
by him completed the contract.” 

And stating the rule generally prevailing on the subject in Paige on 
Contracts (2 ed.), sec. 184, it is said: “Revocation of an offer which 
has been made to some specific individual must in the absence of a 
statute be communicated to the offeree before the offeree has accepted 
such offer in order that such revocation may have any legal effect. A 
revocation sent by mail or telegraph is ineffectual as a general rule 
until received by the offeree.” 

And the issue on damages has also been decided under approved prin- 
ciples: The difference between the contract price and market value at 
the time when and place where the goods should have been delivered by 
the terms of the contract. Richardson v. Woodruff, 178 N. C., 52 
(plaintiff’s appeal); Tullinghast v. Cotton Mulls, 143 N. C., 268; 
Hosiery Mills v. Cotton Mulls, 140 N. C., 452. 

True, in certain aspects of the case the jury, on this issue, was allowed 
to consider a loss of profits on resale in the Elizabeth City market, pro- 
vided the pertinent conditions were known to vendors, and plaintiffs 
were unable to procure other potatoes for resale in the usual course of 
their business, and there seems to be facts in evidence to justify the sub- 
mission of that view under the principles approved in Gardner v. Tel. 
Co., 171 N. C., 404, and other like cases. But the damages were clearly 
awarded by the jury under the lower estimate and by the difference in 
the contract price and market value as heretofore stated. 

As to the claim of the intervener, there were facts in evidence per- 
mitting the inference that the Mars Hill Bank took and held the draft 
and its proceeds as collecting agent of defendants and not as owner, and 
this view being accepted by the jury, its claim has been properly dis- 
allowed. Worth Co. v. Feed Co., 172 N. C., 3385; Davis v. Lumber Co., 
130 N. C., 174. 

We find no error to appellant’s prejudice, and the judgment on the 
verdict is affirmed. 

No error. 
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W. J. ROEBUCK vy. BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF ROBERSONVILLE, 
(Filed 4 October, 1922.) 


1. Schools — School Districts — Constitutional Law — Sitatutes—Amend- 
ments—Bonds—Taxation. 


Where a school district has been defined as to its boundaries, ete., and 
created under the provisions of a statute valid before the adoption of the 
amendment to our State Constitution, Art. II, sec. 29, and which author- 
ized a bond issue in a certain sum, a statute passed since the adoption 
of this constitutional amendment authorizing an increase of the bonds to 
be issued, upon the approval of the yoters according to the statutory 
amendment, does not contravene the constitutional amendment as to 
“astablishing or changing the lines of school districts,’ the lines estab- 
lished under the prior valid statute remaining the same. 


2. Same—Elections—Approval of Voters. 


Where the only purpose of a statutory amendment to an act passed 
prior to the adoption of Article II, section 29, of our Constitution is to 
authorize an increase in the amount of bonds to be issued by «a school 
district for school purposes. upon the adoption of the statutory amend- 
ment by the voters of the district, the act of the voters in approving the 
statutory amendment is a vote to authorize and approve the issuance of 
the bonds, and to vest power in the trustees of the school district for 
that purpose. 


AppraL by defendants from Connor, J., at chambers, “n August, 1922, 
from Martin. 

Controversy without action, to determine the validity of a school bond 
election, submitted on an agreed statement of facts. 

From a judgment declaring that the election in question was held 
without authority or warrant of law, the defendants duly excepted and 
appealed. 


Critcher & Critcher for plaintiff. 
Smith, Dunning & Moore for defendants. 


Stacy, J. It appears from the facts agreed that on 3 June, 1922, an 
election was held in Robersonville Graded School District, Martin 
County, same having been held in accordance with the provisions of 
Private Laws 1905, ch. 204, as amended by Private Laws 1921, ch. 152, 
and that at said election a majority of the qualified voters resident in 
said district voted in favor of the proposed bond issue of $50,000. 

Plaintiff contends in the first place that the act of 1921 above men- 
tioned is in conflict with Article IT, section 29, of the State Constitution, 
and theretore void. The Robersonville Graded School District was 
ereated by Private Laws 1905, ch. 204, in which the lines and boundaries 
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of said district were specifically set out and fully described in said act. 
This was done, of course, prior to the adoption of the constitutional 
amendment in 1916 prohibiting, among other things, any local, private, 
or special legislation in regard to “establishing or changing the lines of 
school districts.” In section 8 of this act, the board of trustees of said 
school district was authorized and empowered to issue bonds to an 
amount not exceeding $3,000, for the purpose of erecting or acquiring 
school buildings, furnishings, and other necessary equipment. In the 
amendatory act of 1921 it was provided that this section should be 
amended by striking out in line three thereof the words and figures, 
“three thousand dollars ($3,000),” and inserting in leu thereof the 
words and figures, “fifty thousand dollars ($50,000).” 

It will be noted that the act of 1921 does not undertake to establish a 
new school district, nor to change the lines or boundaries of the one 
already existing. Its only purpose is to increase the power and au- 
thority of the present board of trustees with respect to the amount of 
bonds which it is authorized to issue, after said bonds have been ap- 
proved by a majority of the qualified voters resident in the district. We 
think it is clear that this amendatory act does not fall within the pro- 
hibition of the recent constitutional amendment, now Article II, sec- 
tion 29, of the Constitution. Board of Education v. Comrs., 183 N. C., 
300; In re Harris, 183 N. C., 636, and cases there cited. 

It is further objected to the validity of the bonds in question that, 
under section 4.of the act of 1921, the election of 3 June, 1922, was not 
to authorize the issuance of the bonds with the approval of the qualified 
voters of the district, but only to ratify and to adopt the amendment 
itself, 

Section 4 of the act is as follows: “That an election shall be called 
by the board of trustees of Robersonville Graded School District within 
two years after the first day of March, one thousand nine hundred and 
twenty-one, and such election shall be advertised, conducted, and held 
under the rules and regulations set out in said chapter two hundred and 
four of the Private Laws, session one thousand nine hundred and five, 
and at such election all electors of said district who wish to vote for this 
amendment shall cast a ballot with the words ‘For New School Build- 
ings’ written thereon, and all the electors wishing to vote against this 
amendment shall cast a ballot with the words ‘Against New School 
Buildings’ written thereon, and if a majority of all ballots cast at such 
election shall be ‘For New School Buildings’ the said chapter two hun- 
dred and four of said Private Laws of one thousand nine hundred and 
five shall be amended as in this act provided, and in case of a majority 
of all ballots cast at such election shall be ‘Against New School Build- 
ings,’ this act shall be null and void and of no effect.” 
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In the notice of election it was stated that the purpose of the election 
was to ascertain “the sense of the qualified voters of sa:d graded school 
district on the question of whether the board of trustees of said Rober- 
sonville Graded School District shall issue bonds in a sum not to exceed 
$50,000 for the purpose of erecting modern school buildings and equip- 
ment therefor.” And on the ballots cast by a majority of the qualified 
voters resident in the district were the words “For New School Build- 
ings.” Those voting in the minority cast ballots with the words 
“Against New School Buildings” appearing thereon. The bond issue, 
beyond all pcradventure, was the question upon which the electors voted. 
Perry v. Comrs., 183 N. C., 393. Indeed, we think it follows as a 
necessary conclusion that a vote to amend the act so as to increase the 
power and authority of the trustees to issue bonds in an amount not to 
exceed $50,000, for the purposes stated, was a vote to authorize and to 
approve the issuance of said bonds. A vote to vest a given power in an 
administrative board is a vote to approve the exercise of that power by 
such board. 

Speaking to a similar question in Keith v. Lockhart, 171 N. C., 456, 
Associate Justice Hoke said: “We see no reason why, as designed by 
this last section, 1f it had been otherwise valid, a majority vote for ‘no 
stock law’ should not be construed and considered as an adequate and 
sufficient expression of approval by the voters, authorizing the commis- 
sioners to levy a tax for the specific purpose.” 

From the foregoing, and upon the facts agreed, we hold that the bonds 
in question may be issued as valid obligations of the dis:rict. 

Error. 








lL. T. GRANTHAM et at. v. EARL S. SLOAN Er at. 
(Filed 4 October, 1922.) 


Injunction—-Equity—Incompleted Ground Shown for Relief. 


Where a sale under the power of a first mortgage or deed of trust is 
sought to be enjoined by the first mortgagor upon the ground that the 
first mortgagee had agreed to bid in the land to be sold by his trustee, 
then lease it for a year to the second mortgagor, a purchaser from the 
first mortgagor, and give the first mortgagor a certain opxion of purchase, 
ete.: Held, the carrying out of the alleged plan necessitates the sale by 
the trustee in the first mortgage which is sought to be enjoined in the 
instant suit, and there being no present equity of the plaintiff shown in 
aceordance with the contract he has set out, it was error to continue the 
preliminary restraining order to the final hearing. 
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AppEAL by defendants from Cranmer, J., at chambers, 2 March, 1922, 
from CRAVEN. 

Civil action to restrain the sale of land under a deed of trust. 

From an order continuing the injunction to the final hearing, the 
defendants appealed. 


Moore & Dunn for plainttffs. 
Charles L. Abernethy and Guion & Guion for defendants. 


Stacy, J. The following statement of the case will suffice for our 
present decision: 

On 12 November, 1919, the plaintiffs purchased a valuable farm from 
Dr. Earl S. Sloan and wife, giving their notes for a part of the purchase 
price, and to secure payment of same, executed a deed of trust on the 
property, with the usual power of sale in case of default. The plaintiffs 
then sold and conveyed the farm to one C. H. Stocks, taking his notes, 
secured by a second deed of trust on the property, for a part of the 
purchase price, and the said Stocks agreed to assume payment of the 
notes given by plaintiffs to Dr. Sloan. Plaintiffs then hypothecated 
Stocks’ notes with the Peoples Bank of New Bern. 

Default having been made in the payment of the notes held by Dr. 
Sloan, both by the plaintiffs, who made them, and the defendant Stocks, 
who assumed their payment, the trustee was directed to foreclose the 
first deed of trust, and to this end the property was duly advertised for 
sale, 

During the period of advertisement, and before the date of sale, it is 
alleged an agreement was entered into by all the interested parties, 
whereby the plaintiffs, with the consent of the Peoples Bank, agreed to 
release Stocks from his original obligation; Dr. Sloan was to bid in the 
property at the sale, lease it to Stocks for the year 1922, and then give 
the plaintiffs an option at $1,000 more than the principal amount of 
their present indebtedness, allowing them six years within which to pay 
for the property in full. When this was done, “the plaintiffs were to be 
relieved of all obligations by virtue of the notes held by Earl S. Sloan 
and secured by the first deed of trust, as above recited.” 

Pursuant to this understanding and agreement, it is alleged the plain- 
tiffs, the defendant Stocks, and the Peoples Bank executed the said con- 
tract (though the record does not show that it was signed by any one), 
and the defendant Earl S. Sloan, in breach of his agreement, failed and 
still refuses to execute either the option or the lease. Whereupon, this 
suit was instituted to enjoin the sale, as advertised under the original 
deed of trust, and to recover damages for alleged breach of contract in 
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failing and refusing to execute the option and the lease as aforesaid. 
From the order continuing the injunction to the final hearing, the de- 
fendants appealed. 

Upon these, the facts chiefly relevant, we think the restraining order 
should have been dissolved, as the plaintiffs apparently have failed to 
make out a case calling for any equitable relief. It seems that the 
negotiations had between the parties were not fully consummated. 
True, it is alleged that the plaintiffs have released Stocks from his 
original obligation, but this is negatived by the contract itself, copy of 
which appears in the record, and by the fact that said notes are still held 
by the Peoples Bank as collateral security. Furthermore, the option, 
which it is alleged the defendant was to sign, contemplated a sale of the 
property by the trustee, as witness the attestation clause: “In testimony 
whereof, the said parties of the first part have hereunto set their hands 
and seals, and this option shall operate and take effect from and after 
the sale of said land, under the deed of trust heretofore executed by 
Grantham and Murray to said T. A. Uzzell, trustee, and is conditioned 
on the purchase of said land at such sale by the said Earl 8. Sloan, of 
the first part.” 

Even if the defendant Sloan did orally agree to execute this option, 
its validity and binding force was conditioned upon his purchasing the 
land at the trustee’s sale; and hence it appears that no action would he 
until default after this had oceurred. Should he fail to make such 
purchase, the plaintiffs would be in no position to insist upon the terms 
of the option, according to the express provisions of the alleged agrec- 
ment. 

Error. 





BANK OF ROSEBORO y. G. H. WATSON anp G. W. FLEMING. 
(Filed 4 October, 1922.) 


Principal and Agent—Statute of Frauds—~Deeds and Conveyances—Pur- 


chase Price—Money Advanced Agent. 

Where the agent, acting under verbal authority from his principal, 
purchases certain timber for the latter, and under his pr'neipal’s instruc- 
tions draws on him through the bank for the purchase price and com- 
mission, and under like authority the bank has cashed the draft, the 
question as to whether the statute of frauds requires that the principal 
execute a sufficient writing in order to be bound for the purchase of the 
timber, has no application, and the bank may recover from the principal 
the amount of the draft as money it had advanced him tor the purchase 
of the timber, and which it has paid the agent upon the principal's verbal 
authority. 
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Appeat by defendant Fleming from Lyon, J., at March Term, 1922, 
of SAMPSON. 

This action was brought by the Bank of Roseboro against the defend- 
ants to recover $3,250 advanced by said bank for the benefit of the 
defendant Fleming to aid him to purchase certain timber from D. A. 
Butler and 8S. J. Andrews; the advancement of said funds having been 
made at the instance of the defendant Watson as agent of the defendant 
Fleming, and upon a draft drawn by said Watson on Fleming by the 
latter’s authority, and cashed by the plaintiff bank. The plaintiff in 
its complaint alleged liability to it on the part of both the principal and 
the agent for the amount so advanced, but the jury found that Watson 
was the agent of Fleming in securing this advancement, and was not 
liable to the plaintiff; that Fleming alone was liable, and judgment 
accordingly. Appeal by Fleming. 


Faircloth & Fisher for plaintiff. 
Butler & Herring for Fleming. 


Crarkx, C. J. This action is not upon the draft nor for the recovery 
of the purchase price of the timber as contended by the defendant 
Fleming, but is for the recovery of money advanced him for the pur- 
chase of the timber at the instance of his agent, Watson. 

The defendant Fleming pleads the statute of frauds, and rests his 
defense upon the contention that he is not hable because, as he alleges, 
the subject of the action is realty, and that he is sued for the purchase 
money, not having signed any memorandum in writing making him 
liable for such purchase. 

This is a misconception of the controversy. Though the amount the 
plaintiff is asking for is the same which Fleming was to pay for certain 
timber ($3,250), and $250 of this was to go to his agent, Watson, Flem- 
ing’s liability arises from the advancement of the $3,250 by the bank, at 
the instance of Watson, who represented to the bank, as the jury finds, 
“that he was acting as the agent for Fleming at the time of making the 
deed and drawing the draft.” 

The evidence is that Watson asked Fleming to make sufficient advance- 
ment of funds to enable him to procure a deed from Butler and Andrews, 
and Fleming directed Watson to go to the plaintiff bank and ask it to 
advance the $3,250, out of which to pay $3,000 for the timber and to 
pay Watson $250 for his services, and to say to the bank that he, Flem- 
ing, would honor a draft for the $3,250 drawn on him with deeds 
attached, through his local bank. 

The deed for the timber was executed by Butler and Andrews to 
Watson, then from Watson and wife to Fleming, and both deeds were 
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attached to the draft as directed by Fleming, but when the draft reached 
Fleming’s bank the price of timber had dropped, and he refused payment 
of the draft, and without reimbursement to the plaintiff for its outlay 
and trouble. 

The statute of frauds has no application. It is simply the case where 
the money with which the timber has been paid for was advanced by the 
bank upon a draft on Fleming, drawn by Watson upon Fleming’s 
authority. The jury having found the agency, there can be no question 
as to the liability of the principal at whose request, and at whose in- 
stance, the draft was drawn. We find 

No error. 





THE T. C. MAY COMPANY vy. THE MENZIES SHOE COMPANY. 
(Filed 4 October, 1922.) 


1. Contracts—Offer—Acceptance--Vendor and Purchaser. 


An essential element of a binding contract for the sale of goods is the 
offer of sale by the one party and the acceptance of its terms by the other; 
and when the offer is communicated and shows an intent to assume 
liability, and is so understood and accepted by the party to whom it is 
made, it becomes equally binding upon the promissor and promissee. 


2. Same—Silence—Evidence of Confirmation. 


The acceptance of an offer of the sale of goods may be established by 
words or conduct of the offeree showing that he meant to accept it accord- 
ing to its terms; and while ordinarily the mere silence of the offeree will 
not amount to his assent, it may otherwise be construed when such silence 
is under circumstances that would justify the reasonable inference of its 
acceptance. 


3. Same—Traveling Salesman—Principal and Agent. 


The term “traveling salesman” generally implies one who takes or 
solicits orders for goods in behalf of his principal, and forwards them to 
his principal for approval or rejection; and where a person has only 
represented himself as such to the buyer of goods and the sale was accord- 
ingly made on this authority, the consent of the principal must in some 
sufficient way be evidenced for the purchaser to establish the contract as 
one binding upon him. 


4, Same—Evidence—Nonsuit—Questions for Jury—Trials—Appeal and 
Error. 


Where there. is evidence that the. purchaser of merchandise has placed 
two orders with the traveling salesman of the seller, in February, one for 
immediate shipment and the other for July; and by custom the seller 
was allowed eight or ten days for acceptance, and the seller, having 
shipped the first order and received payment, has written in June for the 
financial statement from the purchaser, promising attention, and opening 
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up an investigation of the seller’s responsibility, resulting in cancellation 
of the July shipment; and thereafter, in August, the seller has shipped the 
goods at advanced prices, claiming it was a new order for the goods: 
Held, the evidence raised an issue which should be answered by the jury, 
and the seller’s motion of nonsuit in the purchaser’s action to recover the 
difference between the contract price and the advanced prices charged 
should have been denied. 


AppEaL by defendant from Allen, J., at October Term, 1921, of Nasu. 

The plaintiff is a corporation conducting a mercantile business at 
Spring Hope, and the defendant is a corporation organized and existing 
under the laws of Wisconsin. 

On 6 February, 1919, the plaintiff gave the defendant’s salesman two 
orders for shoes. The first ($93.60) was shipped, payable 45 days net, 
on 11 April, and was paid by the plaintiff on 24 June. The plaintiff 
alleges that to the orders was attached a slip of paper which was as 
follows: “We protect you. If we can reduce prices before this order 
is shipped, we will bill these shoes at the reduced prices. In considera- 
tion of this guarantee, no part of this order is subject to cancellation. 
(Signed) The Menzies Shoe Company, Milwaukee, Wisconsin”; that 
the shoes, for which the second order was given, were to be shipped 
95 July, and that the defendant in breach of its contract delayed ship- 
ment until the fall, and refused: to ship on open account as agreed; that 
the shoes were billed to the plaintiff at a price higher than that agreed 
on, and that the plaintiff is entitled to recover of the defendant the 
difference between the price which the plaintiff paid and the original 
contract price. The bills for the shoes shipped in the fall were paid by 
the plaintiff through the First National Bank of Spring Hope, and after 
making payment to said bank, the plaintiff issued a summons against the 
defendant and filed a complaint alleging that the defendant had not 
shipped the shoes described in the second order of 6 February at the 
prices agreed, and that the defendant was indebted to the plaintiff by 
reason of the defendant’s breach of contract in the sum of $1,168.70. 
The plaintiff also levied a warrant of attachment on $1,291.60 in posses- 
sion of the bank, being a part of the money paid by the plaintiff for 
shoes shipped in the fall of 1919. The bank filed an answer admitting 
that it was indebted to the defendant in the sum of $1,933.97. The 
defendant entered a special appearance, and made a motion to dismiss, 
which being denied, the defendant excepted and afterwards filed an 
answer denying indebtedness to the plaintiff, and alleging that the second 
order of 6 February was never accepted by the defendant, but was 
canceled in August, and that the defendant thereafter, with full knowl- 
edge of the cancellation of said order, gave an entirely new order to the 
defendant for shoes to be shipped on the terms agreed on at that time 
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between the plaintiff and the defendant. The defendant assigned as its 
reason for canceling the second order of 6 February that the plaintiff 
was a new customer and failed to comply with the termis of shipment of 
the first order, and that meanwhile the defendant had investigated the 
financial standing of plaintiff and declined to extend credit on open 
account for the amount for which the second order was given. 

At the close of the evidence, on motion of the defendant, the court 
entered judgment of nonsuit, and the plaintiff excepted and appealed. 


Manning & Manning, I. T. Valentine, and Finch & Vaughan for 
plaintiff. | 

Upham, Black, Russell & Richardson, Austin & Davenport, and 
Harold D. Cooley for defendant. 


Apams, J. The definition of a contract as an agreement to which the 
law attaches obligation implies, among other essential elements, the 
mutual assent of the parties, which generally results ‘rom an offer on 
the one side and acceptance on the other. The offer, when communi- 
cated, is a mere proposal to enter into the agreement, and must be 
accepted before it can become a binding promise; but when it is com- 
municated, and shows an intent to assume liability, and is understood 
and accepted by the party to whom it is made, it becomes at once equally 
binding upon the promissor and the promissee. 1 Page on Contracts 
(2 ed.), sec. 74 et seg.; 1 Elliott on Contracts, sec. 27 et seg. Such 
acceptance may be manifested by words or conduct showing that the 
offeree means to accept; for, while it is generally held that the intention 
to accept is a necessary element of acceptance, the question of intent may 
usually be resolved by what the offerce did or said. As a general rule, 
his mere silence will not amount to assent; but if he declines to speak 
when speech is admonished at the peril of an inference from silence, his 
silence may justify an inference that he admits the truth pf the circum- 
stance relied on or asserted. 1 Page, supra, sec. 160; 1 Ellott, supra, 
sec. 48; Royal Ins. Co. v. Beatty, 119 Pa. St., 9. 

In the instant case the record presents two questions: (1) Whether 
the plaintiff made the defendant an offer of purchase, and if he did, 
(2) whether the offer was accepted by the defendant. The plaintiff 
admits that it gave the defendant’s traveling salesman the order referred 
to, but avers that 1t was not conditional upon acceptance by the defend- 
ant. In this conclusion we cannot concur. 

In our opinion the salesman did not assume to make an absolute sale 
of the goods; on the contrary, he represented himself as a traveling 
salesman, and was dealt with as such by the plaintiff. The term “travel- 
ing salesman” is generally accepted in the sense of a salesman who takes 
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or solicits orders for goods and forwards them to his principal for 
approval or rejection. 19 C. J., 790. The plaintiff evidently recog- 
nized such limitation of the salesman’s authority, for A. E. May testified 
that he did not think the salesman could bind his company to an accept- 
ance of the order. 

We are therefore chiefly concerned with the inquiry whether it is 
permissible to deduce from the evidence, construed in the light most 
favorable to the plaintiff, the inference that the defendant accepted the 
plaintiff’s order. If such conclusion may reasonably be inferred, the 
judgment of nonsuit cannot be sustained. Sikes v. Ins. Co., 144 N. C., 
626; McCaskill v. Walker, 145 N. C., 252; Cotton v. R. R., 149 N. C., 
227; Newby v. Realty Co., 182 N. C., 41; Weathers v. Baldwin, 183 
N. C., 276. Inspection of the record and examination of the briefs 
filed by counsel lead to the conclusion that the controversy as to the 
alleged acceptance should have been submitted to the jury. There is 
evidence tending to show that on 6 February the plaintiff signed and 
delivered to the defendant’s salesman two orders for shoes, one of which 
was to be filled soon thereafter and the other 25 July; that the defendant 
acknowledged the receipt of these orders, and informed the plaintiff that 
they should receive prompt attention; that the custom of the trade at 
that time required of the defendant acceptance or rejection of the orders 
within eight or ten days; that the shoes described in the first order were 
shipped in the month of February, and that there was no further com- 
munication concerning the order until 27 June, when the defendant 
wrote the plaintiff that it was “receiving the defendant’s preferred 
attention,” and requested additional information as to the plaintift’s 
financial condition; that subsequent correspondence took place between 
them resulting in the defendant’s cancellation of the order. It is un- 
necessary to recapitulate the contentions of the parties for the reason 
that the evidence, in our opinion, is of sufficient probative force to 
justify its submission to the jury on the question of the defendant’s 
acceptance of the order. Of course we express no opinion on the merits. 
The judgment of nonsuit must be set aside, and the controversy sub- 
mitted to the determination of another jury. 

New trial. 
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E. C. BEARD, Jr., v. SOVEREIGN LODGE OF WOODMEN OF THE 
WORLD ET AL. 


(Filed 4 October, 1922.) 


1. Judgment—Default—Pleadings—Admissions. 


A judgment by default final for the want of an answer is permissible 
under the provisions of our statute, C. 8., 575, when the complaint alleges 
one or more causes of action, each consisting of the breach of an express 
or implied contract to pay absolutely or upon contingency, a sum or sums 
of money fixed by the terms of the contract, or computable therefrom. 


2, Same—Courts. 


Upon motion made before the clerk to set aside a jucgment by default 
final for the want of an answer, C. 8., 595, and also heard on appeal in 
the Superior Court, the failure of the defendant to have filed his answer 
only admits the truth of the facts alleged in the complaint, leaving the 
court to construe the complaint to ascertain if the facts alleged are sufli- 
cient to sustain the judgment, and if not, the judgment will be set aside. 


8. Insurance, Life -—~ Contracts — Policies—Provisions—-Time of Action 
Agreed Upon—Limitation of Actions—Disabilities. 

Provisions in a policy of life insurance requiring that no suit shall be 
commenced thereon within ninety days from the receipt of the proof of 
death of the insured, by the insurer, or not more than a year thereafter, 
are valid and binding as a definite time fixed and agreed upon by the 
parties to the contract, and not to be regarded as a statute of limitation 
which is stayed in its operation by the minority of the party; and a 
failure to comply with these contractual restrictions will work a forfeiture 
of the right of the beneficiary to recover upon the contract made for him 
by the parties. 


4. Insurance, Life—Contracts—Policies—Agreements—Conditions——Com- 
mencement of Actions—Statutes—Presumptions of Death. 


The provisions of the law raising the presumption of the death of 
the person, after a period of seven years, ete., cannot be successfully 
shown as a compliance with the terms of a life insurance policy, requiring 
that proof of death of the insured should be furnished the insurer within 
a year, etc., and made a requisite as to the time within which suit shall 
be commenced, whether the presumption of death is considered as of the 
commencement of the absence of the insured, the end of the period of 
seven years, or at some intermediate period, when it appears that the 
action has been commenced more than a year after allowing the full 
statutory period of seven years. 


5. Appeal and Error—Dismissal. 


Where, on appeal, it is decided in the Supreme Court that the plaintiff's 
action cannot be sustained, the defendant’s appeal, deperdent thereon, will 
also be dismissed. 


AppeaL by both parties from rulings on motions heard by Daniels, J., 
at chambers, by consent, 15 May, 1922, from Craven. 
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The plaintiff brought suit to recover of the Sovereign Lodge $2,000 
alleged to be due him on a beneficiary certificate. He alleged that the 
defendant was a corporation conducted as a secret benevolent and bene- 
ficiary fraternity, and that Sycamore Lodge, as agent of the defendant, 
issued to E. C. Beard, Sr., the certificate sued on, in which the plaintiff 
was named as beneficiary; that he was informed and believed the insured 
died on or about 6 December, 1908; that at the time of his death the 
insured was a member of the defendant corporation in good standing, 
having paid all his dues; that the plaintiff had demanded of the defend- 
ant the amount alleged to be due on said certificate, and that the defend- 
ant had refused to make payment. On 29 July, 1921, the clerk of the 
Superior Court of Craven County rendered judgment by default final 
against the defendant for $2,000, with interest from 6 December, 1908, 
having found as a fact that the time allowed by statute for filing an 
answer had elapsed. On 20 April, 1922, after notice to the plaintiff, the 
Sovereign Camp of the Woodmen of the World entered a special appear- 
ance before the clerk and moved to set aside the judgment for want of 
service, as set forth in its affidavits and written motion, and on 22 April 
the clerk vacated and set aside said judgment so far as it affected said 
Sovereign Camp. From this judgment the parties appealed to the 
judge, and on 4 June his Honor adjudged the service of summons to be 
sufficient in law and the judgment by default final to be unauthorized 
upon the face of the complaint? Huis Honor set aside the judgment and 
retained the cause for trial. Both parties appealed. 


Shaw & Jones for plawnivff. 
Cowper, Whitaker & Allen for defendant. 


PLAINTIFF’s APPEAL. 


Apams, J. The plaintiff prosecutes this action to recover $2,000 
alleged to be due by virtue of a certificate of insurance issued by the 
defendant for the benefit of the plaintiff on the life of his father. The 
defendant contends that the plaintiff has failed to furnish proof of the 
death of the insured and to set out in the complaint a sufficient averment 
of compliance with the contract to justify a judgment by default final. 

At common law a judgment by default, which was taken to be an 
implied confession of the cause of action, was rendered either where the 
defendant’s attorney, having appeared, was not informed of an answer 
to be interposed to the action, or where the defendant himself appeared 
but said nothing in bar of recovery; and the defendant, in theory at 
least, said nothing where there was no defense either on the pleadings, 
the law, or the merits. 1 Tidd’s Pr., 562; 2 Tidd’s Pr., 930; 8 Chitty’s 
Pr., 672. In modern practice a judgment by default is one taken 
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tiff's registered mortgage, without express or implied waiver of the plain- 
tiff's lien, and that the note procured by the mortgage was tainted with 
usury, C. S., 2806, the judgment should direct a sale of the mortgaged 
automobile, and payment -of principal without interest to the plaintiff, and 
surplus, if any, to defendant after deducting costs; and, also, payment of 
any damages for deterioration or detention caused by the defendant's use 
of the car held by him under repleyy bond, after the bond of plaintiff in 
claim and delivery was given by him. C. 8, 886. 


APPEAL by defendant from Devin, J., at May Term, 1922, of Wake. 

This was an action for the possession of an automobile with the 
ancillary remedy of claim and delivery. The plaintiff claimed the right 
to possession by virtue of a chattel mortgage executed to him by Carr E, 
Booker, duly recorded in the office of the register of deeds of Wake to 
secure a note in the sum of $600, and interest, for money loaned, dated 
1 November, 1920. 

The defendant gave bond, retaining possession of the automobile, 
alleging that he bought it on or about 12 April, 1921, from Carr E. 
Booker, an automobile dealer and agent for the Crow-Elkhart cars in 
Raleigh. He asserted that he bought the car from said Booker at a sale 
room in the eity of Raleigh, and that he had no notice of any mortgage 
or claim held by said defendant, 

The plaintiff testified that he made a loan to Carr E. Booker to secure 
which his mortgage and note were given. He made demand on the 
defendant W. F. Booker, when he found he had possession of the ear, 
who said he bought the automobile from Carr E, Booker for $1,000, and 
declined to give up the car. Carr E. Booker has left the State. He 
left the night that the plaintiff made the demand on him for the ear. 
On cross-examination, plaintiff said he extended this note to 1 Septem- 
ber, upon a payment thereon of $75. The plaintiff further testified that 
he does not think that Carr E. Booker ever sold an automobile in 
Raleigh unless it was a second-hand one; that he had an automobile 
stock in Raleigh, and this was the only one in that class. He said the 
other cars were stored cars. The plaintiff said he had no intimation 
that there would be any attempt to sell this car. He never agreed that 
it should be sold, and was never asked permission to sell it. He held 
the mortgage as security for the loan; that defendant’s place was not 
full of cars. 

The defendant testified that he was only distantly related to Carr E. 
Booker; that he was not interested in his business, and did not owe him 
any money; that he did not know there was any mortgage or lien on the 
car when he bought it; that he bought it out of the stock Carr E. Booker 
had in hand; that when he bought the car from Carr E. Booker he did 
not ask him if there was any mortgage on it, and did not examine the 
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alleges that he was eight years of age when the insured died, and that 
he attained his majority on 3 June, 1921. The summons was issued 
against the defendant twelve days thereafter. The defendant contends 
that proof of loss was not furnished, and that the action was not insti- 
tuted in accordance with the provisions above set out, and for this reason 
cannot be maintained. Here two questions arise: (1) Whether the 
recited provisions are valid in law, and (2) whether the time prescribed 
for bringing suit is suspended during the plaintifi’s minority. Con- 
cerning these questions it may be said that this Court, conforming its 
decisions to the great weight of authority; has uniformly adhered to the 
doctrine that provisions of this character, when made one of the stipu- 
lations in the policy sued on, are valid, binding, and enforceable; that 
the time limited is not a statute of limitation, but a contract which 
imposes a restriction upon the right of action by definitely fixing the 
period within which the plaintiff must assert his rights, and that a 
failure to comply with such requirement works not only a denial of the 
plaintifi’s remedy, but a forfeiture of his right to enforce the defend- 
ant’s obligation. Muse v. Assurance Corporation, 108 N. C., 240; 
Dibbrell v. Ins. Co., 110 N. C., 194; Lowe v. Accident Assn., 115 N. C., 
19; Faulk v. Mystic Corcle, 171 N. C., 3801; Tatham v. Ins. Co., 181 
N. C., 434; Suggs v. Ins. Co., 1 L. R. A., 847; Meade v. Ins. Co., 64 
L. R. A., 79. It is likewise held that this doctrine is in no wise affected 
or modified by the minority of the plaintiff, or by C. S., 407. The 
question is definitely presented and decided in Hevlig v. Ins. Co., 152 
N. C., 860, and in Holly v. Assurance Co., 170 N. C., 4; Vance on Ins., 
508. See, also, Thigpen v. R. R., ante, 33. 

Whether the death of the insured occurred on 8 December, 1908, or 
at the expiration of seven years from that date, or at any intermediate 
period, the plaintiff, in either event, has not complied with the contract, 
and cannot maintain his suit. It must therefore be dismissed. 

Plaintiff’s action dismissed. 


DEFENDANT’S APPEAL. 


Apams, J. Since the plaintiff cannot maintain his action, the defend- 
ant’s appeal need not be considered. It is accordingly dismissed. 
Appeal dismissed. 
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J.J. GRADY vy. PINK HILL BANK AND TRUST COMPANY. 
(riled 4 October, 1922.) 
1. Banks and Banking—Principal and Agent-——Cashier—-Personal Interest 
—Implied Powers of Agency—Inquiry as to Agent’s Authority. 

A cashier of a bank has no implied authority, by virtue of his position, 
to bind the bank by a transaction with another, in which, with the knowl- 
edge of the other party, express or implied, he is acting for his own 
interest alone, and not that of the bank for which he is cashier; and 
where such third party relies upon a transaction of this character as a 
eredit upon a note he owes the bank, the burden is upon him to show that 
such authority has been actually or impliedly given the cashier by the 
board of directors or other officers of the bank having this power. 

2. Same—-Dual Agencies—Equity—Innocent Parties—Negligence. 


Where a cashier of a bank accepts as a credit upon a note given to the 
bank, one given to a borrower by a concern which the cashier largely owns 
and controls, without the knowledge or consent of the directors or other 
proper officers of the bank: Held, the borrower was put upon notice of 
the want of authority of the cashier to act for the bank in this respect, 
and he is not entitled to have such credit allowed upon his note to the 
bank. 


ApreaL by defendant from Lyon, J., at June Term, 1922, of Lenorr. 

The sole question involved is whether the 85,000 note executed by the 
plaintiff to the bank has been paid in full or whether there is a balance 
due of $1,500, and interest. The Bank of Pink Hill was closed by order 
of the Corporation Commission of North Carolina and placed in the 
hands of a receiver. Judgment in favor of the plaintiff. The defend- 
ant appealed. 


HT. D. Williams for plaintzff. 
Cowper, Whitaker & Allen for defendant. 


Crarx, C. J. G. S. Willard was cashier of the insolvent Bank of 
Pink Hull for seven years immediately prior to the date when it was 
closed by order of the Corporation Commission, and was acting cashier 
at the time of all the transactions involved in this case. Upon the 
evidence 1t appears that about a week before the bank was closed, and 
while it was being examined by the bank examiners, the said Willard 
disappeared, and the officers and directors of the bank could not ascer- 
tain his whereabouts. He returned a few weeks later, and in the mean- 
time the bank had been closed by the bank examiners because of its 
insolvent condition, and a receiver was appointed under whom the bank 
is now undergoing liquidation. 

It further appears from the evidence that said G. 8S. Willard, cashier, 
was also secretary and treasurer and general manager of the chain of 
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stores doing a general merchandise business under the corporate name 
of Willard & Smith Company. This company had been organized in 
December, 1917, and Willard was the promoter of the company, and also 
the largest stockholder, and as secretary and treasurer and general 
manager he had complete charge of its finances and signed its checks. 
The Willard & Smith Company is also insolvent and in the hands of a 
receiver undergoing liquidation. 

On 17 November, 1919, the plaintiff borrowed from the Bank of Pink 
Hill $5,000 and gave a note for that amount due 17 November, 1920, 
signed by his wife and J. B. Thomas as sureties. This loan was ap- 
proved by the loan committee of the bank. Some time after this loan 
was made and before it was due, Grady placed about $1,500 in money 
on deposit in the Bank of Pink Hill, and about the same time Willard 
went to Grady and asked him to lend this money, which was on deposit 
in the bank at 4 per cent, to Willard & Smith Company, stating that the 
company would give Grady its note for the loan at 6 per cent, and would 
make the note payable before 17 November, 1920, so that it could be 
paid in time for Grady to meet his $5,000 note due the bank. Grady 
thereupon loaned Willard, for his company, the $1,500, and accepted 
therefor a note signed by Willard & Smith Company, by G. S. Willard 
as secretary and treasurer, and bearing as security the personal endorse- 
ment of G. S. Willard on the back thereof. 

The day before Grady’s $5,000 note was due, on 16 November, 1920, 
he went to the Bank of Pink Hill and paid $2,300 in money to Willard 
as cashier of the bank on his note. Grady also testified that he pulled 
out the $1,500 note of the Willard & Smith Company and said to Wil- 
lard, “I want to use this note, too,” and Willard said, “That is all right.” 
Grady thereupon turned over to Willard the $1,500 note and Willard 
issued a receipt to Grady for $3,800. The testimony of Willard as to 
this transaction was that he merely accepted the $1,500 note for collec- 
tion, and at the time told Grady that he would pay the $1,500 note for 
his company as soon as his company could get the money to pay it with, 
and he thought the company could pay it by the time the $5,000 note 
came back from Richmond, where it had been hypothecated with some 
bank. The records of the bank, which were put in evidence, showed 
that $2,300 was paid on the Grady note on 16 November, and no entry 
whatever was made as to the Willard & Smith Company note. 

On 17 November, 1920, Grady went back to Willard at the bank, 
accompanied by J. B. Thomas, and paid $200 in cash and gave a renewal 
note for $1,000 due 20 January, 1921, endorsed by Thomas, which 
transaction, Grady contends, paid the $5,000 note in full. Grady testi- 
fied that Willard did not give him the $5,000 note at that time, stating 
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that the note was hypothecated with a Richmond bank, but he did obtain 
a receipt from Willard for $5,000 as full payment of the note. 

On 20 January, 1920, when the $1,000 renewal note became due, 
Grady paid Willard $100 and gave a renewal note for $900. When the 
bank went into the hands of a receiver, the $900 note was hypothecated 
with the Farmers and Merchants Bank of Kinston. Grady later paid 
this note to the Kinston bank, and the canceled note was in evidence. 

The books of the Bank of Pink Hill were offered in evidence and 
showed that proper entries were made on said books, showing all of the 
payments made by Grady and the renewal notes given by him just as 
Grady testified to, except as to the first payment, and as to this payment 
the books of the bank showed an entry of the payment of $2,300 instead 
of $3,800. No record whatever was made of the $1,500 Willard & 
Smith Company note on the books of the bank, and said note has never 
been found among the assets of the bank, and the bank has never owned 
same nor received a single penny as payment on said note. The $5,000 
Grady note was found among the “on hand” notes of the Bank of Pink 
Hill at the time the bank closed, showing a balance due thereon of 
$1,500. The only entry of payment on the back of said note was as 
follows: “Pd. $3,500.” This entry was put there by Willard after it 
had been returned by the Richmond bank. 

Grady admitted in his testimony that during all of these transactions 
with Willard he knew that Willard was eashier of the Bank of Pink 
Hill, and was also a large stockholder as well as secretary and treasurer 
and general manager of Willard & Smith Company. THe further ad- 
mitted that when he turned the Willard & Smith Compzny note over to 
Willard he knew that Willard had signed this note as secretary and 
treasurer of the company, and had endorsed his name on the back thereof, 
and was therefore personally interested in the note. Grady made no 
inquiry as to whether Willard had authority from the officers of the bank 
to accept the Willard & Company note to Grady as a payment on the 
Grady note. 

The president of the Bank of Pink Hull and one of the directors, who 
were both members of the loan committee, testified that neither the loan 
committee nor the officers and directors of the bank were consulted by 
Willard or by the plaintiff in reference to accepting the Willard & Smith 
Company note as payment on the Grady note, and did not know that 
such had been done; that Willard, the cashier, had never been authorized 
by them to accept notes of third persons in payment of any indebtedness 
to the bank, and that he went beyond his authority and disobeyed the in- 
structions given him and the by-laws of the bank in accepting the $1,500 
note from Grady as a payment to the bank, if he did so accept it. 
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The court charged the jury, after stating the contentions of the par- 
ties, that the only question for them to determine was whether in the 
transactions between Grady and Willard on 16 November the $1,500 
note of Willard & Smith Company was accepted as an absolute payment 
on the $5,000 note, or was merely accepted for collection or to be credited 
thereon when paid. We think this was not the test in this case, whether 
the plaintiff’s note was accepted by Willard as an absolute payment or 
merely for collection or credit, but the case should be determined rather 
upon the sound proposition of law that one acting in the capacity as 
cashier of the bank, and who was at the same time an officer and active 
manager of another corporation, cannot in law bind the bank in a trans- 
action in which both he and his corporation are adversely interested to 
the bank, and especially when the third party enters into such trans- 
actions with the cashier with full knowledge and notice that the cashier is 
attempting to so act ina dual capacity. Such transaction is neither bind- 
ing on the bank as between it and the cashier, nor as to the third party. 
The authorities seem to be well settled upon this point. In 3 R.C. L, 
444, sec. 71, it is said: ‘The cashier of a bank is its chief executive 
officer. Still he is but an agent of the bank, and his actions are gov- 
erned by the general rule applicable to agents, and if he exceeds his 
authority, his acts will not bind the bank. Whether any particular act 
does or does not fall within the general power of the cashier is said to 
be a question of law for the court, and not of fact for the jury, although 
a question of fact may arise when it is claimed that the acts or conduct 
of the board of directors have amounted to a publie holding out of the 
cashier as its agent to perform other and unusual acts for the bank.” 

In this case there was no allegation in the complaint, and no evidence 
whatever to support any contention that the acts or conduct of the board 
of directors of the Bank of Pink Hill gave Willard any authority to 
perform any other acts than those relating to his office. 

In 8 R. C. L., 449, sec. 76, it is said: “The cashier has power to 
receive payment of debts owing the bank, though his authority in this 
respect is to receive payment only in money, and he has, by virtue of 
his office, no authority to accept the stock of a corporation in payment 
of a debt due the bank. And when a person claims a discharge from a 
debt due to the bank, not by payment, but by giving other or different 
notes, bills of securities, which the cashier has agreed to take and release 
the debt, his authority, like that of any other agent, must be shown by 
proof.” This principle of law seems well established, and is conclusive 
of this case. Among other authorities are Bank v. Hollingsworth, 185 
N. C., 556; LeDue v. Moore, 111 N. C., 516; Walliams v. Johnston, 92 
N. C., 532; Gordon v. Price, 32 N. C., 885; 8 C. J., 572, sec. 794; 21 
R. ©. L., 78, sec. 72; zbid., 84, sec. 88; Bank v. Hart, 20 L. R. A., 780. 
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In 21 R. C. L., 84, sec. 88, it is said: “The note of a third person 
given for a prior debt will be held a satisfaction, where it was agreed by 
the creditor to receive it absolutely as payment, and to run the risk of 
its being paid. The onus of establishing that it was so received is on 
the debtor. But there must be a clear and special agreement that the 
creditor shall take the paper absolutely as payment or it will be no 
payment if it afterwards turns out to be of no value. A receipt in full. 
of an account does not establish an agreement on the part of the creditor 
to accept as absolute payment at his own risk the note of a third person 
for the debt.” 

It 1s a well settled principle of law that the cashier cannot bind the 
bank by his acts in respect to matters in which he is personally inter- 
ested, and third persons are bound to know that the cashier has no 
authority to use the funds of the bank for his own benefit. Williams 
v. Johnston, supra; LeDuc v. Moore, supra; Tiffany on Banks and 
Banking, 325, sec. 82, and notes; 7 C. J., 552, sec. 162, Hier v. Miller, 
63 L. R. A., 952; Bank v. Hart, supra. 

In Tiffany on Banks and Banking, p. 325, it is said: ‘The authority 
of the cashier does not extend to transactions that are without the cor- 
porate powers. It is confined to transactions which are for the benefit 
of the bank. It does not extend, for example, to the making of accom- 
modation paper. Nor does it extend to a transaction which is for the 
benefit of the cashier personally, and one dealing with him with notice 
that such is the character of the transaction can aequire no rights 
thereby against the bank, unless the transaction was actually authorized, 
either expressly or by implication.” 

Hier v. Miller, supra, is almost on all fours with this case. It is there 
said, discussing the duties of a cashier: “But he could not absorb the 
funds of the bank in the satisfaction of his private debts without an 
express and especial authorization. The office of cashier does not import 
such power. Whether or not such authority actually did exist, the 
defendant was bound to inquire. It has been well understood from of 
old that no man can serve two masters. He will hold either to one or to 
the other. For a like reason the cashier could not serve both himself 
and the bank in a single transaction, and because he was attempting 
such a perilous thing, the defendant was put upon guard as to the extent 
of his power. ‘It is against the general law of reason that an agent 
should be intrusted with power to act for his principal and for himself 
at the same time.’ No principle of the law of agency is better settled 
than that no person can act as the agent of another in making a contract 
for himself.” 

It is further said in that case: “It is said that when a bank places 
an officer at the window, where he transacts its business with the public, 
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it in effect tells the world that he is trustworthy and reliable, and that 
he will act within the scope of his authority. It does nothing of the 
kind. Such a declaration would protect a recipient in the enjoyment of 
a Christmas gift to the entire body of corporate assets. By placing an 
officer at the window to do its business a bank publishes to the world 
that he is there to do its business, and not his business; that he has no 
power or authority to do any act outside the legitimate prosecution of 
the corporate enterprise; and that it will not be bound by any perversion 
of the corporate funds to his personal use.” 

Williams v. Johnston, supra, is exactly in line with the views above 
expressed. In that case a debtor contracted with an agent who was 
authorized to collect a debt that he would deliver timber at the agent’s 
mill for the agent’s individual use, which was to be applied in payment 
of the debt. The Court held that the delivery of the timber under this 
contract did not discharge the debt due the principal. The Court in 
that case said: ‘The very relation between the parties requires good 
faith, and one who participates in his own interest, in the conversion of 
a trust fund to the use of the agent or trustee, is not allowed to take 
personal advantage therefrom. It is an unwarrantable inference pro- 
posed to be drawn from a general agency, a right to appropriate what 
is received to the agent’s own use in the absence of any previous au- 
thority or subsequent sanction to such act. In this aspect the charge is 
misleading. The inquiry should have gone beyond the existence of a 
general agency and extended to an assent, actual or implied, to this 
misuse of her funds, The issue was too narrow and the instruction too 
restricted. The agent’s right to use the property of his principal is not 
an incident to its management, and such the jury would naturally under- 
stand to be the meaning of the instruction.” 

Upon the evidence and in the light of the above cited authorities, 
Grady was not an innocent party in this transaction. He admitted time 
and again in his testimony that he knew all about Willard’s financial and 
business relations with the Willard & Smith Company, and knew that 
Willard was personally interested in this Willard & Smith Company 
note which he surrendered to Willard as cashier of the bank, not only 
as an officer and the largest stockholder in Willard & Smith Company, 
but as the sole endorser on the note itself. Notwithstanding this full 
knowledge and notice of the adverse interest between Willard and the 
bank, and notwithstanding his full knowledge of the great opportunity 
he was giving Willard to defraud the bank, the plaintiff Grady pro- 
ceeded to deal with Willard in this transaction without making a single 
inquiry from the officers or directors of the bank, who were within easy 
reach, and without even asking Willard himself, or anybody else, a 
single question as to his authority to bind the bank in such an irregular 


164 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 


GRADY Vv. BANK. 


and uncustomary transaction in banking business as the one in question. 
On the other hand, all the evidence shows that Willard, regardless of 
whether he took the Grady note as an absolute payment or merely for 
collection or credit, was acting entirely without authority and without 
the knowledge or consent of the officers or directors of the bank, and was 
doing an act which was very unusual in banking business. The evidence 
clearly shows that Grady was not an innocent party, and acted with 
full knowledge and notice of Willard’s dual capacity and personal 
interest. 

Even if Grady was an innocent party and had gone into this trans- 
action without knowledge or notice of Willard’s dual capacity and per- 
sonal interest, it would not relieve him under the facts in this case, for 
he was the party who made it possible for Willard to defraud the bank, 
and thus cause the loss which has occurred. In such event, the well 
known principle of law would apply that when one of two innocent 
parties must suffer, the party whose negligent acts made the loss possible 
must be the one to suffer. | 

The first transaction in this matter was when W_llard, acting as 
cashier, suggested to Grady and induced him to withdraw $1,500 which 
Grady had on deposit in the bank at 4 per cent, and loan it to his own 
company with his own endorsement at 6 per cent. This was an act of 
disloyalty to the bank on the part of Willard, and put Grady on notice 
of the nature of the transaction. Grady also had notice that Willard 
was running an independent business in which he was deeply interested. 

The real question involved is simply whether Willard, in the absence 
of express authority on the part of the directors, could take in a note for 
$1,500 given by his own company and endorsed by himself personally 
and credit it as a payment upon the note due by Grady to the bank for 
$5,000. Such a proposition ought to need no citation of authorities, 
but the absolute necessity of holding such transactions illegal has in- 
duced us to cite many authorities condemning such an act as illegal, and 
we find none to the contrary. 

“It does not appear, as suggested, that the $1,500 note executed to the 
plaintiff was to be discounted and placed to the credit of Grady. To do 
this involves the right of the cashier to discount his own paper, without 
authority or knowledge of the bank officers, and to place the proceeds as 
a credit on the note of Grady. The evidence is that even this was not 
done because when the $5,000 note was found in the possession of the 
bank by the receiver, there was endorsed on it only the credit of the 
$3,500 which Grady had actually paid. That credit was endorsed in 
the handwriting of Willard. 

Grady knew, or should have known upon all the circumstances above 
related, that Willard could not accept his own indebtedness as a credit 
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upon Grady’s note to the bank. Even if the $1,500 note had been dis- 
counted, the proceeds thereof would not have been $1,500, but a lesser 
sum, the discount being deducted. 

If bank cashiers can be held by the courts to have authority, and 
especially as in this case, when there is no attempt to prove authority to 
do so, to accept their own notes in payment of indebtedness due the bank, 
no bank can be deemed safe. 

The learned counsel for the plaintiff suggested that this transaction 
was equivalent to Willard handing out his own check for $1,500, and 
then Grady handing it back to be credited. If Willard had handed out 
his own check and Grady had paid it in or the check of any other person, 
and the check had not been paid, the indebtedness of $1,500 due the 
bank by Grady would not have been discharged. Besides, even if there 
had been authority to discount this note, the burden of proof of which 
would have been on the debtor, Grady, the evidence is that it was not 
discounted and the proceeds were not applied for the endorsement on the 
note by the cashier shows a credit only of $3,500. Willard gave a 
receipt for the $5,000 note, but did not cancel and surrender the note to 
Grady. Even if he had done so, either purposely or by mistake, Grady 
would still owe the $1,500 which has never been received by the bank. 
It was not in fact discounted or credited on Grady’s note. Willard’s 
testimony is that he took the $1,500 note and told Grady that his com- 
pany would pay it as soon as it got the money, but there is no evidence 
that this was ever done. Presumably not, as the company was insolvent. 
Willard’s receipt for the $5,000 does not entitle the plaintiff to recover 
the uncanceled note when in fact the $1,500 has not been paid. 

Grady knew all the circumstances. He knew the disloyalty of the 
cashier to the bank in the beginning; he knew that the cashier could 
not accept his own paper as legal tender in discharge of the plaintifi’s 
indebtedness to the bank, and upon the evidence the court should have 
granted the motion for a nonsuit. 

Reversed. 
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HERMAN NEIEWBERN anp I. W. FISHER v. J. B. LEIGH, Trustes, anno 
K. R. WINSLOW. 


(Filed 11 October, 1922.) 


1. Wills—Probate—Common Form-—Conclusions—Statutes., 
A will duly admitted to probate is conclusive as to its validity until 
vacated on appeal or declared void by a competent tribunal. C. §., 4145. 
2. Same—Fraud—Caveat—Purchasers for Value, Without Notice. 


Where, under a will duly admitted to probate, a devisee of lands has 
sold the same to a third party, and thereafter, upon caveat entered, the 
will has been set aside, the proceedings are in rem, and the purchaser for 
value and without notice of the fraud acquires a good title against the 
heirs at law of the deceased owner. 


AppraL by defendants from Bond, J., at chambers, Elizabeth City, 
20 May, 1922, from Pasquorank. 

John L. Hinton was a resident of Pasquotank, and died in 1909, leav- 
ing a will, which was duly probated and recorded in said county 29 
January, 1910. His-children, Mary F. Hinton, R. L. Hinton, C. L. 
Hinton, E. V. Hinton, W. E. Jlinton, and Ida Sawyer were the sole 
beneficiaries under said will. 

Among other lands owned by the said John L. Hinton at the time of 
his death was this tract of 200 aeres. R. L. Hinton acquired the interest 
of the other devisees under the will, and on 15 March, 1913, conveyed 
it to D. EK. Wiliams. On 5 May, 1915, D. E. Williaras conveyed the 
same property to P. G. Sawyer, who conveyed it to Taylor and Hollowell. 
Taylor afterwards acquired Ilollowell’s intcrest, and on 7 August, 1918, 
W. i. Taylor conveyed the property to K. R. Winslow, one of the 
defendants in this action. 

On 30 September, 1918, a caveat was filed to said will of John I. 
Hinton, by some of his grandchildren, the plaintiffs herein, who were 
not named in the will. The caveat was later sustained and the will set 
aside. Jn re Iinton, 180 N. C., 206. 

On 2 September, 1920, the defendant K. R. Winslow sold said land to 
Fisher and Newbern, the plaintiffs in this action, and took a mortgage 
for the balance of the purchase money. Said Newbern and Fisher 
having made default in the payment of the deferred installments, J. B. 
Leigh, trustee in the deed of trust to secure said indebtedness, advertised 
the property for sale, when this action was filed by the plaintiffs and 
the defendants were enjoined from making sale of the property. 

A motion to make the restraining order permanent was heard before 
Bond, J., who held that the defendant Winslow could not give a good 
title to the property, owing to the fact that the will of the said John L. 


N. 0.) FALL TERM, 1922. 167 


NEWBERN ¥V. LEIGH. 


Hinton, the original owner of the land, had been set aside under the 
caveat filed in 1918; and continued the restraining order to the hearing, 
and the defendants appealed. 


Aydlett & Simpson for plaintiffs. 
W.A. Worth for defendants. 


Crarx, C.J. The fact that upon a caveat filed 8 December, 1919, the 
will of John L. Hinton was set aside cannot possibly affect the title of 
the defendants. There is no evidence nor claim that the devisees named 
in the will, probated in 1910, had any knowledge or intimation that the 
will would be attacked, and there is no contradiction that these defend- 
ants, as well as all others in the chain of title to the said property, were 
purchasers for value before the caveat was filed, and without any notice 
of any defect in the will of John L. Hinton, and that they were in all 
respects bona fide purchasers. A purchaser for value without notice of 
fraud under a devise in a will duly probated and recorded takes a good 
title. 

Even were R. L. Hinton chargeable with constructive notice, this 
would not avail the plaintiffs in this action, for the first purchaser may 
have notice and take title accordingly, yet a second purchaser for value 
from him and without notice is a bona fide purchaser and takes a valid 
title. 2 Devlin on Deeds, sec. 746. 

The courts have even held that where a purchaser for value without 
notice of fraud conveyed property, the second purchaser gets a good title 
even though he had notice of the fraud. Lanier v. ILwmber Co., 177 
N. C., 200; Arrington v. Arrington, 114 N. C., 166; Wallace v. Cohen, 
111 N.C., 104, 

C. S., 4145, referring to the previous section on wills and testaments 
admitted to probate, provides: “Such record and probate is conclusive 
in evidence of the validity of the will until it is vacated on appeal or 
declared void by a competent tribunal.” 

The various purchasers of the land in question were not only bona fide 
purchasers for value without notice of any imperfection or irregularity 
in the will of John L. Hinton, but had on the records a judgment of the 
probate court declaring the will to be genuine and the last will and 
testament of John L. Hinton, and they also had before them the statute 
to the effect that the records of the probate court were conclusive evi- 
dence of the validity of the will. 

The question here presented is whether purchasers for value and 
without notice of any imperfections or irregularities in a will which has 
been duly admitted to probate and adjudged to be valid and recorded, 
can have their title impeached by the fact that subsequent te their pur- 
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chase, the will has been set aside as invalid. It is true that this precise 
question has not been presented before in the courts of this State, but it 
has been repeatedly passed upon in the United States Supreme Court, 
and in other courts of the Union, and the decisions are uniform and, we 
think, in accordance with the ruling in this State upon analogous ques- 
tions, that the bona fide purchasers without notice acquire a good title. 

In Foulke v. Zimmerman, 81 U.S., 118, it was held that: “A probate 
of a will of realty in Louisiana, when the testator died domiciled in 
New York, is valid until set aside in the Louisiana court and the pur- 
chaser from the devisee of such will of real estate in Louisiana, while 
the order of the court of that state establishing the will remains in force, 
1S an innocent purchaser, and is not affected by a subsequent order 
setting aside the will to which he is not a party.” 

In Davis v. Gaines, 104 U. S., 386, which is quite a famous ease, 
involving a large amount of property in the city of New Orleans (known 
as the “Myra Clark Gaines will case”), the Court held that a will having 
been admitted to probate by the court in accordance with the law order- 
ing a sale of all the immovables of the deceased, which sale was made 
to a bona fide purchaser for a valuable consideration was a judicial 
sale, and that title thereunder was not affected by the discovery and 
probate of a later will making a different disposition of the property. 

The opinion in that case is a very exhaustive discussion of the subject, 
and cites numerous cases to the same effect. All the cases in fact hold 
that the proceeding establishing a will and ordering it to registration 1s 
an rem and binding upon all the world, especially as to innocent pur- 
chasers taking without notice and for value. 

In Thompson v. Sampson, 64 Cal., 330, it was held: “Where the 
probate of a will is had, and the estate is distributed urder the will, an. 
heir, who, after removal of his or her disabilities, obtains a decree vacat- 
ing the probate cannot follow the property devised in the hands of a bona 
fide purchaser for value from a distributee prior to the revocation and 
at a time when the proceedings were valid and binding.”’ 

In Arterburn v. Young, 77 Ky., 509, it was held: “The title of a 
purchaser of real estate from a devisee is not affected by the Circuit 
Court’s reversal of a judgment of the county court, probating a will on 
an appeal prosecuted by the infant children of the testator more than 
five years after the rendering of the order of probate in the county 
court.” In that State there was a statute authorizing such action within 
five years. The Court takes notice that this is a statutory exception, but 
that there was no waiver of the rights of infants. 

In Hughes v. Burris, 85 Mo., 660, where there was a similar statute 
giving heirs five years in which to attack a will admitted to probate, a 
conveyance by the devisee executed after the probate and within the five 
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years was held of no effect as against the heirs after the will was ad- 
judged invalid. These two States are exceptions to the general rule to 
the extent of the statute. 

In Steele v. Renn, 50 Tex., 468 (8. ¢c., 32 Am. Rep., 605), it was held 
that a purchaser of devised lands from the devisee under a will duly 
proved held a good title, as against absent heirs, though the will was 
afterwards annulled as a forgery. 

To the same effect is S. v. McGlynn, 20 Cal., 268. In that case is a 
very full and satisfactory discussion of the matter, and it isheld: “The 
decree of the probate court admitting wills to probate is final and con- 
clusive as to the validity thereof, if not reversed by the appellate court, 
and it cannot be vacated or questioned by any other court, either inci- 
dentally or by direct proceedings for the purposes of impeaching it. 
Wills admitted to probate must be recognized and admitted in all courts 
to be valid as long as the probate stands.” 

In Reeves v. Hager, 101 Tenn., 712, it was held that a purchaser from 
a devisee, under a will that has been admitted to probate in common 
form, cannot be deprived of his character of innocent purchaser by 
reason of the unusual nature of the provisions of the will so long as its 
probate is not assailed, In that case it was also held, in a full discus- 
sion, that “a purchaser who in good faith takes an absolute deed from a 
devisee and pays full price for the property in ignorance of any infirmity 
in the will or other defect of title obtains a title superior to any right 
or claim of an infant heir, who subsequently and before attaining his 
majority enters the contest, and has the probate in common form set 
aside and the will annulled; the probate of a will is a proceeding in rem 
and operates upon the subject-matter. Probate, even in common form, 
so long as it remains in force, binds all parties, whether adults or 
minors, and is conclusive of the testamentary character of the instru- 
ment, the testamentary character of testator, the due execution of the 
will, and as to all questions of fraud, imposition, and undue influence 
affecting the will.” 

The ease of Fallen v. Chidester, 46 Iowa, 588, has been cited as holding 
a contrary doctrine, but that case was decided upon the special provi- 
sions of the statutes of Iowa then in force, under which probate in 
that State did not establish, at that time, the testamentary character of 
the instrument, and hence did not give validity to a title based upon it. 

The conclusiveness of the probate of a will is discussed in the notes 
to Schultze v. Schultze, 60 Am. Dec., 353; Michael v. Baker, 70 Idaho, 
593, and Bowen v. Johnson, 73 Idaho, 58. ! . 

In 28 R. C. L., 875, sec. 376, the law is thus summed up: “The 
admission or rejection of a will to probate is a judicial determination 
of the character and validity of the instrument presented as a will, and 
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is in effect a judgment in rem. The decree of a probate court admitting 
a will to probate is final and conclusive if not reversed by the appellate 
court, or set aside and revoked, by direct proceedings, and cannot be 
questioned collaterally. The courts of common law formerly went so 
far as to hold that the forgery of a will, which had been admitted to 
probate, could not be made the ground of an indictment until the probate 
had been revoked, but according to a later and sounder decision, though 
probate 1s conclusive until set aside, the disposition of the property does 
not protect the forger from punishment. Though it was otherwise at 
common law, in modern times the probate of a will being a proceeding 
im rem 18 conclusive not only on the parties and privies, but to all the 
world. The next of kin will be bound by a sentence admitting a will to 
probate, although not a party to proceedings nor summoned ‘to see pro- 
ceedings’ 1f at the time of any prior contest to the probate, they had 
notice thereof and did not intervene. The executor in seeking to pro- 
pound a will is in privity with the legatecs claiming under an instru- 
ment, and a decree denying probate will be binding against him, even 
though they were at the time of the decree unable under such disabilities 
as coverture, or infancy, or even if at that time they were not an esse.” 
This latter proposition is stated in Redmond v. Collins, 15 N. C., 430. 
The opinion of Ruffin, C. J., in that case has been often cited since. 
See citations in the Anno. Ed. 

In Rt. C. L., 877, sec. 878, it is further said, with copious citation of 
authorities: ‘The probate of a will by the probate court having juris- 
diction thereof is usually considered as conclusive of :ts due execution 
and validity, and 1s also conclusive that the testator was of sound and 
disposing mind at the time when he executed the will, and was not acting 
under duress, menace, fraud, or undue influence, and that the will is 
genuine and not a forgery.” 

In 40 Cye., 2110, it is held: “A purchaser for value from a bene- 
ficiary, or at a judicial sale under a will, 1s protected, even though the 
will is subsequently annulled.” It is also said, to the same purpose, in 
Hodges v. Bauchman, 8 Yerg., 186: “An application for the probate of 
a will is a proceeding in rem, and the judgment of the court upon it is 
binding upon all the world until revoked or set aside.” To same pur- 
port, Scott v. Calvert, 3 How. (Miss.), 158; 3 Redfern on Wills, 63. 

The will of John L. Hinton was probated in January, 1910, the caveat 
was filed late in 1918, and in the interim the various transfers of the 
land had been made by parties who were in no way connected with the 
estate of John L. Hinton. The caveators are not laying any claim to 
the land in question, and are in no way interested in this suit. IEf titles 
to real estate can be set aside by the attack on a will which constitutes a 
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link in the chain of title, it would shake the very foundations of real 
estate titles and the titles in which a will is a link would be always 
looked upon with doubt. 

The order in this cause continuing the restraining order must be set 
aside and the action dismissed. 

Reversed. 





B. P. WAY v. MOREHEAD CITY SEA FOOD COMPANY anp CARTERET 
ICE, TRANSPORTATION, AND STORAGE COMPANY, 


(Filed 11 October, 1922.) 


1. Corporations — Purchase— Absorption—Stockholders—Actions—TInde- 
pendent Promise. 

Two corporations by proper procedure agreed that the one should pur- 
chase the entire assets of the other, giving the stockholders of the selling 
corporation the right to take for their stock either cash from or stock in 
the purchasing corporation, at par value, and the purchasing corporation 
accordingly took over the assets of the selling one, and refused payment 
in eash to a stockholder in the latter company that he had elected to 
take, and he, upon the refusal of both corporations, brought action against 
them for the purchase price, in cash for his shares of stock: Held, the 
transaction between the corporations was for the personal benefit of the 
plaintiff, and he may maintain his action against the purchaser on its 
promise to pay, independently of any action of the selling corporation in 
which he was a shareholder. 


2. Same—Consideration. 


Where one corporation has absorbed or taken over the entire assets of 
another corporation, by purchase, under an agreement giving the stock- 
holders in the latter the choice of taking stock in the purchasing corpora- 
tion or cash for his stock, the transaction affords a consideration for the 
promise of the purchasing corporation to pay cash to a stockholder in the 
selling one, who has elected to sell for the cash, and duly notified both 
companies of his election, and made proper demand for the money, all 
before this action brought to recover the amount. 


Appeal by defendant ice company from Cranmer,'J., at June Term, 
1922, of CARTERET. 

The defendant, which we will call, for brevity, the ice company, 
having decided in meetings properly held to enlarge its plant, accepted 
an offer from its codefendant, the sea food company, to sell to it certain 
property, it being all the said company’s holdings of real estate, on 
which was located the ice factory, cold-storage packinghouse, sidetracks, 
and water front, with riparian rights to the same, for the sum of $40,000 
cash, with the understanding that the stockholders of the Morehead City 
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Sea Food Company reserye the right to take stock in the consolidated 
company, as appears from the record, known as the iee company. And 
the following resolution was duly passed by said ice company: 

“Resolved that in the judgment of this board of directors, the proper- 
ties offered by the Morehead City Sea Food Company are truly worth 
the sum of $40,000; and that it is wise and highly advantageous for this 
company to secure said properties at the price named, and to pay there- 
for either with cash, or with full paid-ip eapital stock of this company 
at par. Resolved further, that the additional increase of $40,000 in the 
capital stock of this company authorized by the stockholders of this 
company this date, for the purpose of securing additional properties 
either by cash from the sale of the said stock, or issuance thereof to the 
stockholders of said Morehead City Sea Food Company electing to take 
stock of the ice company, is deemed wise and proper by this board of 
directors. Resolved further, that the president and secretary be and 
they are hereby authorized and directed to consummate the purehase of 
said properties, first having had counsel for this company to pass upon 
the title thereto, and the decd for the same from said Morchead City 
Sea Food Company to thts company; and when said transfer papers 
and title are pronounced satisfactory, they are hereby authorized and 
directed to receive said deed and papers, procure registration thereof, 
and to pay the consideration therefor, either in cash or fully paid-up 
stock of this company, as the stockholders respectively of said Morehead 
City Sea Food Company may clect to receive same. JResolved further, 
that pending the consummation of the purchase of said properties men- 
tioned, the secretary-treasurer of this company be and he hereby is 
authorized and directed to pay to the Morehead City Sea Food Company, 
by proper voucher of this company, the sum of $500 prior to 1 Novem- 
ber, 1919, to close the option on said properties, which said $500 shall 
be received by the purchaser as part of the consideration for said prop- 
erties, and so receipted.”’ 

This action was brought by the plaintiff to recover the cash equivalent 
of the stock owned and held by him in the sea food company, it being 
$4,898.90, plaintiff having alleged that he made known to the defend- 
ant before this action was commenced, that he elected to take the cash 
instead of stock, and demanded payment of the same, which reasonable 
demand was refused by the defendant, and that no part of the said cash, 
to which he was entitled by virtue of the unanimous egreement of the 
two corporations, has ever been paid to him, and he therefore demanded 
judgment for the same. 

The defendant “ice company” filed the following demurrer to the 
complaint: 
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“The defendant Carteret Ice, Transportation, and Storage Company 
demurs to the complaint, and for grounds of demurrer, says: 

“1. That plaintiff has not the legal capacity to sue in this action, 
since he sues neither for the alleged corporation in which he claims 
stock, nor as one for whom the corporation has, upon proper allegation, 
refused to prosecute. 

“9, That there is a misjoinder of parties and of causes of action in 
the complaint,.for that plaintiff seeks to recover for the Morehead City 
Sea Food Company, to his use, a claim which only may be recovered, if 
any recovery can be had, by said company, and in the same action seeks 
to recover of the Morehead City Sea Food Company the par value of 
his stock in said company. 

“3. That the complaint does not state facts sufficient to constitute a 
cause of action against this defendant. 

“4, That the complaint contains a statement only of a defecfive cause 
of action, for that it appears that such cause of action, if any exists, 1s 
not against this defendant, but lies, if at all, between the plaintiff and 
Morehead City Sea Food Company.” 

The court sustained the demurrer of the ice company, and dismissed 
the action as to it. It is stated in the record that the sea food company 
also filed a demurrer, which was overruled by the court, and the company 
permitted to answer over, but there was no appeal by it, nor does its 
demurrer appear in the record. But this, as we think, is not very 
important or material. 

Judgment was entered in accordance with the rulings of the court, and 
the ice company appealed. 


C. R. Wheatley and Charles L. Abernethy for plainteff. 
Julius F. Duncan for defendant ice company. 


Waker, J. It appears in the complaint that the plaintiff has de- 
manded the relief to which he alleges that he is entitled from both 
defendants, and that they have refused the same. The defendant, the 
ice company, contends that the plaintiff has no right to sue it, but that 
it must seek its remedy through the sea food company, of which he is a 
stockholder, and that, at least, he cannot sue this defendant until that 
remedy has first been exhausted, citing as authority for this position 
Merrimon v. Paving Co., 142 N. C., 589; Staton v. BR. R., 147 N. C., 
436; Victor v. Mills, 148 N. C., 110; Lasley v. Mercantile Co., 179 
N. C., 577. It was said in the case last cited: “It is insisted that 
plaintiff, a stockholder, cannot maintain the present suit because he has 
not shown or alleged that he first made application to the directors or 
management to take action in the matter, citing Merrimon v. Paving Co., 
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142 N. C., 539, and other cases. The principle approved in these deci- 
sions 1s recognized as to suits concerning corporation management, to 
collect corporate claims, or, in some way, to enforce or regulate cor- 
porate action, but has no application to a suit to dissolve a corporation 
for nonuser of the powers where, as in this instance, the right to proceed 
is conferred on the individual stockholder by express provision of the 
statute, and without regard to the amount of his holdings.” And it is 
similarly said in 10 Cyc., at p. 965: “The distinction between the right 
of a shareholder to sue or defend for the corporation and his right to 
sue for the redress of injuries which are personal to aimself, whether 
committed by the corporation or through the malfeasance of its agents, 
is total and clear. The rule which restrains a shareholder from suing 
to redress injuries to the corporation does not operate to impose any 
restraint upon him from suing to redress injuries which are personal 
to himsclf or to restrain wrongful acts which are not only wrongs 
against the corporation, but also violations of duties arising from con- 
tracts or otherwise, and owing directly to the injured shareholders.” 
And again, at pp. 965-966: “If the directors are guilty of a breach of 
trust, injuries to the corporate property or to the rights of the share- 
holders, or a portion of them, and if the corporation re“uses to institute 
the proper proceedings to restrain or redress such injury, one or more 
of the shareholders may do it in their individual names. This rule is 
founded in part upon the consideration that the direc:ors are trustees 
for the shareholders, and that in any action to redress breaches of trust 
on the part of the directors as toward the shareholders, the shareholders 
are the real parties in interest.” 

It is said in Heggie v. B. & L. Assn., 107 N. C., at p. 590: “The 
corporation represents the share-owners in defending an action involving 
the rights and obligations of the corporation, and, in the absence of 
fraud or collusion, binds them, and individual stockholders cannot assert 
or defend the rights of the corporation,” citing Moore v. Mining Co., 
104 N. C., 534; Cook on Stock and Stockholders, sec. 678; Foundry Co. 
v. Killian, 99 N. C., 501. 

So that the principle, upon which reliance is placed to defeat this 
action by the plaintiff, has no real application to the case, but the 
peculiar facts of this case make the position more clearly untenable, 
for here the right to have cash paid to him, for his stock in the Way 
Food Company is plainly and unequivocally given to the plaintiff by 
the very terms of the contract between the two companies, concurred in 
unanimously by the stockholders. The fair interpretation of that con- 
tract 1s that each stockholder of the Way Food Company may elect to 
take either cash or stock in the ice company for the stock held by him in 
the sea food company. It seems from the allegations of the complaint, 
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admitted in law by the demurrer, that before this action was brought the 
plaintiff notified the defendants that he would elect to take cash for his 
stock, and demanded payment of it, the other stockholders, except one 
B. C. Way, having elected to take stock in the ice company in exchange 
for the stock held and owned by them in the sea food company. It 
appears further that the latter company has sold or disposed of all its 
property, and has further been taken over and absorbed by the ice com- 
pany. The terms of the agreement between the two companies and 
their stockholders makes the cash, which each stockholder of the sea food 
company elects to take for his stock in that company, directly payable 
to him and not to his company, and this clearly gives him the right to 
sue for the same 1f it is not paid to him on proper demand for the same. 
There is here not only an express promise by the ice company to pay the 
money for the stock at par value, that is, so many dollars for each share, 
but the ice company has received the property and assets of the sea food 
company as a consideration for the promise so made by it. It cannot 
hold the property and repudiate its promise, but the Jaw will exact full 
performance of the same. The case, in principle if not in form, is not 
unlike that of Friedenwald v. Tobacco Works, 117 N. C., 544, the facts 
of the two cases being substantially alike. 

The court erred in sustaining the demurrer of the ice company, which 
will be overruled, and both defendants will be allowed to answer over. 

It may be that when the answers come in the facts may appear differ- 
ently, and require different consideration and treatment, but we cannot 
now anticipate how this will be. 

Error. 





H. F. PIERCE vy. M. J. CARLTON ET AL. 
(Filed 11 October, 1922.) 


1. Bills and Notes — Notes — Negotiable Instruments—Fraud—Title— 
Acquisition by Original Payee—Holder in Due Course—Burden of 
Proof. 

Where the fraud of a payee of a negotiable note would render the 
instrument invalid originally in his hands, it will also render the instru- 
ment invalid in his hands when, with notice of and participating in the 
fraud, another has acquired the note by endorsement for value, and, in 
turn, has endorsed the same to the original payee for value; and the 
burden is upon the original payee in his action upon the note to show that 
he had acquired the title as a holder in due course, when the defendant 
has shown the infirmity in the instrument. C. S., 3039. 
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2. Bills and Notes — Notes — Negotiable Instruments—Fraud—tTitle— 
Original Payee—Holder in Due Course. 


The payee of a negotiable instrument, that he has procured by fraud, 
may not acquire a valid title by afterwards acquiring the same from a 
bona fide holder in due course, who had no knowledge of the infirmity of 
the instrument. 


3. Appeal and Error—vVerdicts—Issues. 


Where a verdict, interpreted by reference to the pleadings, the facts in 
evidence and the charge of the court, has given the appellant the full 
benefit of the positions he has insisted upon in the determination of the 
issue submitted, the refusal of the court to submit the issue in the precise 
terms as tendered by the appellant, will not be held for reversible error. 


AppraL by plaintiff from Daniels, J., at November Term, 1921, of 
Dupin. 

Civil action to recover the balance due on three promissory notes, 
executed by defendants, payable to Crawford & Ceas, of date 11 Feb- 
ruary, 1913, payable respectively, 1 June, 1914; 1 June, 1915; 1 June, 
1916. There was evidence on part of plaintiff tending to show that 
these notes, each having entered thereon a credit of $100, and leaving 
aggregate amount due of $2,100. That on the afternoon of 11 February, 
the notes having been endorsed in blank by the payees, plaintiff bought 
said notes for $1,800, and without notice or knowledge of any infirmity 
affecting the validity of said notes. That thereafter, in February, 1913, 
plaintiff sold and delivered said notes to his brother, Thomas B. Pierce, 
cashier of a bank in Durham, for $2,100, said Pierce being also a pur- 
chaser for value without notice. And that in June, 1915, there having 
developed a dispute about the notes, plaintiff, not desiring to have his 
brother involved in any controversy concerning them, bought the notes 
back from his brother for $2,100, and same were endorsed to plaintiff 
without recourse, ete. 

On the part of defendants there was allegation with evidence tending 
to show that said notes were procured by false and fraudulent repre- 
sentations on the part of the payees, and that plaintiff rot only had full 
notice and knowledge of the fraud at the time he first acquired said 
notes, but that he had actually aided and abetted the payees in the 
fraudulent conduct and representations by which the nove was procured. 

On issues submitted the jury rendered the following verdict: 

“1, Were the signatures to the notes sued on procured by fraud? 
Answer : ‘Yes.’ 

“2. Did the plaintiff purchase said notes in good faith and without 
notice of infirmity or any defect and before maturity and for value? 
Answer : ‘No.’ 
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“3. Was Thomas B. Pierce the purchaser of said notes in good faith, 
and without notiee of infirmity, or any defect, and before maturity, for 
value? Answer: ‘Yes,’ 

“4. In what amount, if any, is the plaintiff entitled to recover of the 
defendants? Answer! .........0.0- Q 

Judgment on the verdict for defendants, and plaintiff excepted and 
appealed, assigning for error chiefly the refusal to nonsuit for want of 
any evidence to show participation in the alleged fraud on part of plain- 
tiff; and, second, the refusal to submit the issue, “Did H. F. Pierce, 
plaintiff, participate in any fraud, as alleged?” 


Stevens, Beasley & Stevens for plaintiff. 
Grady & Graham and Rivers D. Johnson for defendants. 


Hoxg, J. Our statute on negotiable instruments, C. S., ch. 58, in see. 
3039, makes provision as follows: “When subject to original defenses. 
In the hands of any holder other than a holder in due course a negotiable 
instrument is subject to the same defenses as if 1t were nonnegotiable. 
But a holder who derives his title through a holder in due course, and 
who is not himself a party to any fraud or illegality affecting the instru- 
ment, has all the rights of such former holder in respect of all parties 
prior to the latter.” 

This principle that one who acquires title from a holder in due course 
may recover though he himself may have had notice of the infirmity 
when he acquired the instrument from such holder was recognized betore 
the enactment of this statute. Jn Calvert’s Daniel on Negotiable In- 
struments, after stating the position that a purchaser with notice of the 
defect may acquire title from a holder in due course, the author says: 
“But this rule is subject to the single exception that if the note were 
invalid as between the maker and the pavee, the payee could not him- 
self, by purchase from a bona fide holder, become successor to his rights, 
it not being essential to such bona fide holder’s protection to extend the 
principle so far.” Calvert’s Daniel (6 ed.), sec. 805. 

And the exception so stated 1s approved by the general current of 
authority. Andrews v. Robertson, 111 Wis., 337; Kost v. Bender, 25 
Mich., 515; Arregon Coffee Co. v. Rodgers, 105 Va., 51; Hayes v. 
Kalashian, etc., 22 R. I., 101; Brannan’s Negotiable Instrument Law, 
pp. 204 et seq. 

In some of these decisions the principle is held to include one who 
reacquires the note as agent of the payee, or for his benefit, and also to 
one by whose influence and agency the note was fraudulently procured. 
Battersbee v. Calkins, 128 Mich., 569; Wray v. Warner, 111 lowa, 64. 
It was the clear purpose and meaning of our statute, we think, to extend 


12—184 


178 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 


PIERCE v. CARLTON. 


the exception thus far, and to apply the principle not only to a payee 
who has procured the execution of a note by fraud and afterwards re- 
acquires the same from a bona fide holder, to the agent who acts for 
such a payee in reacquisition of the instrument, or to one who aids and 
abets the payee in the fraud by which the instrument is procured. 

There are also decisions which seem to hold that the exception referred 
to properly applies to one who, not being a party or participant in the 
fraud, has purchased such a note from the payee with knowledge or 
notice thereof, and reacquires the same from a bona fide holder. Cline 
& Co. v. Templeton, 78 Ky., 550; Dollarhide v. Hopkins, 72 Ul. App., 
509. 

There is doubt if our statute permits an interpretation which would 
apply to the facts presented in these last cases. The more natural 
meaning of the language used would apply the exception to the payee or 
other taking part in the fraud or illegality which rendered the instru- 
ment invalid. We are confirmed in this estimate by perusal of an article 
by Professor Brannan appearing in 26th Harvard Law Review on cer- 
tain suggested amendments to the negotiable instrument law, pp. 493-502. 
In that article the learned writer himself expressed the doubt we have 
advanced as to the meaning of the present statute, and suggests an amend- 
ment to the law by which the uncertainty may be removed. On the 
facts of the present record, we are not called on to make definite decision 
on-this question for the reason that his Honor, in submitting the second 
issue, that as to present plaintiff’s ownership in good faith of the notes, 
instructed the jury that if present plaintiff held the notes by endorse- 
ment for value from a bona fide holder, he was entitled to their verdict 
on the issue, unless defendants had satisfied them by the greater weight 
of the evidence that plaintiff was a “participant in the fraudulent con- 
duct by which the notes were secured.” 

It is the recognized principle in this jurisdiction that a verdict may 
be given significance and correctly interpreted by reference to the plead- 
ings, the facts in evidence, and the charge of the court. And the plain- 
tiff having received the full benefit of the position, insisted on by him 
in the determination of the issue submitted, the refusal of the court to 
submit the question in the precise terms of the issue as tendered may 
not in any event be held for reversible error. Kannan v. Assad, 182 
N.C., 77; Reynolds v. Express Co., 172 N. C., 487. 

We do not consider it necessary or desirable to refer in detail to the 
testimony tending to establish fraud in the procurement of the notes and 
plaintiff’s participation therein, but will only say that we have carefully 
examined the record, and the facts in evidence are fully sufficient to 
require that the issues be submitted to the jury, and that plaintiff’s 
motion to nonsuit was properly overruled. 


No error. 
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WEST CONSTRUCTION COMPANY y. ATLANTIC COAST LINE 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 


(Filed 11 October, 1922.) 


1. Negligence—Contributory Negligence. 

The contributory negligence on the part of the plaintiff that will bar 
his recovery in an action for damages for a personal injury negligently 
inflicted is the plaintiff’s failure to exercise due care, as a proximate 
cause or occasion for the injury sustained, occurring and codperating with 
the negligent act of the defendant, and the defendant will not be held 
liable if its negligence would not have produced the injury but for the 
contributory negligence of the plaintiff. 

2. Same—Proximate Cause. 

The proximate cause of actionable negligence is the real, efficient cause, 

or that without which the injury would not have occurred. 
3. Same—Instructions——Appeal and Error. 

An instruction upon the issue of contributory negligence in a personal 
injury action that makes the plaintiff’s right to recover depend alone 
upon whether his negligence contributed to the injury, with a refusal of 
plaintiff's prayer for instruction that his contributory negligence must 
have been the proximate cause of the injury to bar his recovery, is 
reversible error. 

4, Negligence-—-Contributory Negligence—Proximate Cause—Contributing 
Causes. 


In an action to recover damages for a personal injury, it is not neces- 
sary, to bar the plaintiff’s right of recovery, that his negligence be the 
sole proximate cause of the injury, for it is sufficient if his negligence is 
a cause, or one of the causes, without which the injury would not have 
occurred. 


Appr by plaintiff from Ferguson, J., at March Special Term, 1922, 
of Lenorr. 

Civil action to recover damages for an alleged negligent injury to 
plaintiff’s truck, caused by collision with defendant’s train. 

From a verdict and judgment in favor of defendant, the plaintiff 
appealed. 


Cowper, Whitaker & Allen for plaintiff. 
Rouse & Rouse for defendant. 


Stacy, J. The sole question presented on this appeal is the correct- 
ness of the court’s charge on the issue of contributory negligence. The 
jury answered the issue of negligence in favor of the plaintiff, and the 
issue of contributory negligence in favor of the defendant. It is agreed 
that the evidence of the plaintiff and that of the defendant was sufficient 
to warrant the jury in answering both issues as they did. 
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That portion of the charge which forms the basis of plaintiff’s excep- 
tions is as follows: “If vou answer the first issue ‘Yes, vou will then 
consider the sceond issue; the burden is on the defendant in that issue to 
prove by the greater weight of the evidence that the plaintiff’s servaut, 
driving the truck, was negligent, and that his neghgenee contributed to 
the injury.” 

After the jury had considered the ease for some time, “hey returned to 
ask for further instructions in regard to the issue of contributory negli- 
genee. His Honor directed their attention to what he had previously 
sald on the subject, and stated that such was the correct rule, repeating 
it. Whereupon, counsel for plamtiff requested the court to add to his 
eharge the further instruction that, unless such negligence on the part 
of plaintiff’s driver was the proximate cause of the injury, they would 
auswer the second issue “No.” This was deelined, his Honor stating 
that he would permit the charge to remain just as he had given it. It 
would seem that the platntiff was entitled to this additional instruction 
from what was said in Joore v. fron Works, 183 N. C., 488; Johnson 
ve. RR. 1638 N. C., 448, and Smith v. R.A. 145 N. C., 98, 

Contributory neghgence, as understood and used in Icgal parlance, is 
such an act or omission on the part of a plaintiff amounting to a want 
of due care, as, concurring and codperating with the negligent act of the 
defendant, 18 a proximate cause or occasion of the irjury sustained. 
Two elements, at least, are necessary to constitute contributory negli- 
genee: (1) a want of due care on the part of the plaintiff; and (2) a 
proximate connection between the plaintiffs negligence and the injury. 
These are the vital questions to be determined upon tle issue of con- 
tributory neghgence. There must be not only negligence on the part of 
the plaintiff, but contributory neghgenece, a real causal connection be- 
tween the plaintiff’s neglhgent aet and the injury, or it .s no defense to 
the action. Beach on Contributory Negligence (38 ed.), see. 26. On 
the other hand, in an action hke the present, the defendant is not to be 
held liable if his neghgenee would not have produced the injury but for 
the contributory negligence of the plaintiff. 

The meaning of proximate cause has been stated in many ways, when 
considered in the hght of the variant facts of numerous eases. For 
example, it has been said that when the plaintiff’s negligence is proxi- 
mate, Winle that of the defendant is remote, there can be no recovery; 
but that when the defendant’s negligence is the proximate cause and the 
plaintiff’s negligence the remote cause of the injury, the plaintiff may 
maintain his aetion. And by proximate cause here is meant the real 
efficient cause, or the cause without which the injury would not have 
occurred, In determining this cause, however, it may be well to note 
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that proximity in point of time and space is not the question to be 
decided. This would seem to be a sufficient statement of the rule as 
applicable to the instant case. 

The plaintiff’s negligence, in order to bar a recovery in an action like 
the present, need not be the so/e proximate cause of the injury, for 
this would exclude the idea of negligence on the part of the defendant, 
as in any legal sense material or siguificant. It is sufhieient if his negh- 
gence 1s a cause, or one of the causes, without which the injury would 
not have occurred. If the plaintiff’s negligence be the sole and only 
cause of the injury, it would not be contributory negligence at all, but 
rather the source of a self-inflicted injury. 

For the error, as indicated, a new trial must be awarded. 

New trial. 





J. W. MANGUM v. MUTUAL GRAIN COMPANY, Inc. 
(Filed 11 October, 1922.) 


1. Bills and Notes—Negotiable Instruments—Drafts—lIntervener—tTitle 
—Burden of Proof. 

An interyener claiming the proceeds of a draft attached in the plaintiff's 
action, in order to recover, must make out his claim and show title to the 
property atte ched. 

2, Same—Banks and Banking—Holder in Due Course—Prima Facie Case. 

Where it is shown that the draft, the subject of plaintiffs attachment. 
had been duly executed, made payable to the intervener and in its posses- 
siou, if raises the presumption that the intervener became a holder in 
due course: and with the other evidence in this case: Jiecid, sufficient to 
establish a prima facie ease of the intervener’s bona fide ownership and 
to leave the issue for the jury to determine. under 2a proper instruction, 


3. Same—Depositors—Instructions—Agency for Collection. 

The plaintiff attached the proceeds of a draft in the hands of a local 
bank for a debt against the defendant nonresident drawer, which had 
been sent by the intervener bank where the defendant deposited. The 
evidence raised the question as to whether the intervener was a purchaser 
in due course 6r merely received the draft for collection. The dratt was 
endorsed to the intervener bank, and there was evidence that it had no 
authority to charge it back to the drawer, if nnpaid. but was taken with 
other collateral for the defendant's debt to if under a plan for substituting 
securities, ete.: JZeld, it was correet to charge the jury that if the inter- 
vener bank was a purchaser for value without notice, it became prima 
facie the owner; but if by express agreement or one implied from the 
course of dealing, the intervener had a right to charge back the draft to 
the depositor, if unpaid, it was an ageney for collection. 
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APPEAL by intervener from Devin, J., at April Term, 1922, of Waxer. 

Plaintiff, a citizen of this State, having a cause‘of action against the 
Mutual Grain Company, a foreign corporation, instituted this suit in 
the Superior Court of Wake County and sought to obtain service by 
attaching the proceeds of a certain draft in the hands of the Bank of 
Wake, Wake Forest, N. C., it being alleged that said funds belonged to 
the defendant. 

Thereafter, at the December Term, 1920, the Merchants National 
Bank of Richmond, Va., was allowed to intervene and to set up its claim 
of title to the proceeds of said draft. 

Upon the issue thus raised, there was a verdict and judgment in favor 
of the plaintiff, The intervener appealed. 


John G. Mills and Charles U. Harris for plaintcff. 
N.Y. Gulley for intervener. 


Stacy, J. Appellant excepts because his Honor instructed the jury 
that the burden was on the intervener to make out its claim and to show 
title to the property attached. We find no error in this instruction. Moon 
v. Milling Co., 176 N. C., 410. But when it was shown that the draft, 
with bill of lading attached, was duly executed and in “he possession of 
the intervener, made payable to its order, the presumption arose that it 
was a holder in due course. C. 8., 3040; Mfg. Co. v. Trerney, 133 
N. C., 635, and cases there cited. 

There was further evidence tending to show that the bank was the 
holder and purchaser of the draft for value, without notice of any 
defenses or equities. This was sufficient to establish, prima facie, a 
ease of bona fide ownership; and intervener was entitled to have the jury 
so instructed. 1 Dan. on Neg. Inst., sec. 812. 

On the other hand, the plaintiff contended that the intervener was not 
a purchaser of the draft for value, but held the same merely as collecting 
agent for the defendant Mutual Grain Company. Feed Co. v. Feed Co., 
182 N. C., 690. Touching this phase of the case, the.material evidence 
was as follows: On 31 July, 1920, the Mutual Grain Company bor- 
rowed $1,909.10 from the Merchants National Bank of Richmond, Va., 
executing a demand note therefor, and giving to the bank, at the same 
time, as collateral security to said note, an equal amount in drafts, 
including a draft on the plaintiff for $1,185. This was sent to the Bank 
of Wake, Wake Forest, N. C., and paid by the plaintiff. Immediately 
thereafter this suit was instituted, and the proceeds of said draft at- 
tached in the hands of the Bank of Wake. W. F. Augustine, witness 
for the intervener, testified: “We took these drafts as collateral to 
secure this debt, and sent them down to the Bank of Wake, Wake Forest, 
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North Carolina, for collection, under our collection No. 8061.” He 
further said: ‘We considered the item our property, and did not feel 
that we had a right to charge it back against the account of the Mutual 
Grain Company.” On the face of the demand note above mentioned, in 
addition to the power to sell in case of default, appears the following 
stipulation in regard to the manner in which the Merchants National 
Bank of Richmond, Va., was to hold the said collateral drafts: “With 
authority to use, transfer, or hypothecate said collateral; it being 
required, on payment or tender at maturity of above amount, that the 
holder hereof shall return an equal quantity of said securities, and not 
the specific security deposited.” 

In the light of this evidence, his Honor charged the jury as follows: 
“Now, there 1s this rule of law, that where a bank takes a draft for 
value and without notice, it becomes, prima facie, the owner; but where 
there is an agreement between the bank and the person from whom the 
draft 18 acquired that the bank shall have the right to charge back the 
amount, if the draft is not paid, by express agreement, or one implied 
from the course of dealing, and not by reason-of liability as drawer, the 
bank is an agent for collection and not a purchaser.” ‘This charge was 
correct and fully supported by the evidence. Brooks v. Mill Co., 182 
N. C., 258, and Moon v. Milling Co., supra. The case seems to have 
been tried in substantial conformity to our decisions on the subject, and 
we must affirm the judgment. 

No error. 





W. H. ROGERS vy. W. FRANK BOOKER. 
(Filed 11 October, 1922.) 


1. Mortgages — Registration —- Notice — Automobiles—Vendor and Pur- 
chaser—Liens—Deeds and Conveyances. 

Where the mortgagor of an automobile has sold it to another after the 
registration of the mortgage, in claim and delivery, there was conflicting 
evidence as to whether the mortgagee gave permission for the sale: Held, 
an instruction that the registration of the mortgage was notice of the lien 
to the defendant purchaser, and he acquired the automobile subject to the 
mortgage lien, unless the jury find that the plaintiff mortgagee had waived 
the right to his lien, is correct. This principle is distinguished from one 
in which a mortgage is taken of an entire stock of goods which were left 
with the mortgagor for sale. 


2. Judgments—Claim and delivery—Actions—Mortgages—Liens-——Vendor 
and Purchaser—Damages—Statutes. 


Where it is established by the verdict in claim and delivery that the 
mortgagor had sold to the defendant an automobile subject to the plain- 
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tiff's registered mortgage, without express or implied waiver of the plain- 
tiff's lien, and that the note procured by the mortgage was tainted with 
usury, C. S., 2806, the judgment should direct a sale of the mortgaged 
automobile, and payment of principal without interest to the plaintiff, and 
surplus, if any, to defendant after deducting costs; and, also, payment of 
any damages for deterioration or detention caused by the defendant's use 
of the car held by him under replevy bond, after the bond of plaintifé in 
claim and delivery was given by him. C. S.. 886. 


APPEAL by defendant from Devin, J., at May Term, 1922, of Wake. 

This was an action for the possession of an automobile with the 
ancillary remedy of claim and delivery. The plaintiff claimed the right 
to possession by virtue of a chattel mortgage executed to him by Carr E. 
Booker, duly recorded in the office of the register of deeds of Wake to 
secure a note in the sum of $600, and interest, for mouey loaned, dated 
1 November, 1920. 

The defendant gave bond, retaining possession of the automobile, 
alleging that he bought it on or about 12 April, 1921, from Carr E. 
Booker, an automobile dealer and agent for the Crow-Elkhart cars in 
Raleigh. He asserted that he bought the car from said Booker at a sale 
room in the city of Raleigh, and that he had no notice of any mortgage 
or claim held by said defendant. 

The plaintiff testified that he made a loan to Carr E. Booker to secure 
which his mortgage and note were given. He made demand on the 
defendant W. F. Booker, when he found he had possession of the ear, 
who said he bought the automobile from Carr E. Booker for $1,000, and 
declined to give up the ear. Carr E. Booker has left the State. He 
left the night that the plaintiff made the demand on him for the ear. 
On cross-examination, plaintiff said he extended this note to 1 Septem- 
ber, upon a payment thereon of 475. The plaintiff further testified that 
he does not think that Carr E. Booker ever sold an automobile in 
Raleigh unless it was a second-hand one; that he had an automobile 
stoek in Raleigh, and this was the only one in that class. He said the 
other cars were stored cars. The plaintiff said he had no intimation 
that there would be any attempt to sell this car. He never agreed that 
it should be sold, and was never asked permission to sell it. He held 
the mortgage as security for the loan; that defendant's place was not 
full of cars. 

The defendant testified that he was only distantly related to Carr E. 
Booker; that he was not interested in his business, and did not owe him 
any money; that he did not know there was any mortgage or Hen on the 
car when he bought it; that he bought it out of the stock Carr EK. Booker 
had in hand; that when he bought the car from Carr FE. Booker he did 
not ask him if there was any mortgage on it, and did sot examine the 
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record; that Carr E. Booker told him the ear had been run some; that 
when he asked the defendant if he gave permission for the ear to be sold, 
he said: “Of course my mortgage had to be paid.” 

The defendant further said that he was in the mercantile business; 
that he took mortgages and had them recorded; that he sold mules and 
horses and held mortgages against them. 

L. J. Sears testified for the defendant that he had been to Carr E. 
Booker’s place of business, had seen cars in there, but on the day he went 
there were only two; one was new and the other old. The plaintiff 
testified that he did not tell the defendant in either of the conversations 
he had with him that he had ever consented for the car to be sold; that 
Carr E.. Booker had never asked him for permission te sell it; that he 
did not tell the defendant that Carr E. Booker had the car there to sell; 
that Carr E. Booker never made such statement to him. 

Upon the issues submitted the jury found that there was due the 
plaintiff, on the note and mortgage described in the complaint, $500; 
that the plaintiff was entitled to the possession of the automobile by 
virtue of said mortgage; that its value at the time it was taken under 
claim and delivery was $800. Judgment for plaintiff. Appeal by 
defendant. 


No counsel for plaintiff. 
Percy J. Olive and Tattle & Barnes for defendant. 


Crarn, C. J. Upon this conflicting evidence, the court charged the 
jury as follows: “Now the more fact that C. E. Booker was permitted to 
retain possession of the automobile was no implied authority to sell it free 
from lien of recorded mortgage, and would not have the effect of avoid- 
ing the validity of the mortgage, and would not give to the purchaser 
from C. FE. Booker an unencumbered title. A recorded mortgage is a 
notice to all the world, if it is recorded in the proper county, C. S., 3311, 
and all that C. E. Booker could pass was his interest In said auto- 
mobile, But if you find from this evidence, and by the greater weight 
thereof, that the plaintiff gave to Mr. C. E. Booker authority to sell the 
ear free from lien of said mortgage, and thereby released the mortgage 
with respect to this automobile, agreeing that he would look only to 
C. E. Booker to pay the debt, if you find these facts by the greater weight 
of the evidence you would answer the second issuc ‘No, that is, 1f the 
defendant has satisfied you by the greater weight of the evidence that 
the plaintiff has released the hen and permitted him to sell it, then vou 
would answer the issue ‘No,’ and Mr. Rogers would not have any right 
to possession of the automobile, because he would have thereby waived 
his hen with respect thereto. So that presents the question here.” 
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This was the only assignment of error in this appeal, except to the 
judgment. This was not the case of a mortgage upon a stock of goods 
which was left in the hands of the mortgagor for sale. There was 
nothing to indicate in the remotest degree such state of facts. The 
evidence is that Carr E. Booker borrowed money from the plaintiff and 
gave him a mortgage upon a single automobile as security, and that this 
mortgage was duly and promptly recorded, and upon the charge the 
jury found that Carr E. Booker had no authority, express or implied, to 
sell it free from the lien of the recorded mortgage. 

There was no prayer for instructions, and there was no error in the 
respect assigned to the charge. 

We think, however, there was error in the judgment. On the issues 
submitted, the jury found that there was due the plaintiff on the note 
and mortgage described in the complaint, $500; that the plaintiff was 
entitled to the possession of the automobile by virtue of said mortgage; 
and that the value of the automobile at the time of the seizure under 
claim and delivery was $800, and the court rendered judgment that the 
plaintiff recover possession of the automobile, and if that cannot be had, 
that he recover of the defendant and his surety $800, the value of said 
automobile at the time of seizure, and costs of the action, to be dis- 
charged upon payment by defendants of said $500, and costs. 

The court gave the plaintiff judgment for $500, without interest, 
because the loan was tainted with usury. C.S., 2306; Smith v. B. & L. 
Assn., 119 N. C., 255; Ward v. Sugg, 113 N. C., 489; Fowler v. Trust 
Co., 141 U. S., 406. The usury did not impair the validity of the 
mortgage, and only forfeits the interest. Spivey v. Grant, 96 N. C., 214. 
But the defendant acquired a valid title to the vendor’s interest in the 
automobile subject to the mortgage, and he is entitled to have the judg- 
ment modified if he so desires to direct a sale thereof and payment to 
him of the surplus, if any, after payment of $500, and costs. 

The defendant has had the use of the automobile, and if it has 
deteriorated in value below $500, and costs, since the bond in claim and 
delivery was given, the plaintiff, if so advised, can have his damages 
sustained thereby assessed. C. S., 836; Randolph v. McGowans, 174 
N. C., 203, on motion and inquiry in the cause. Hendley v. McIntyre, 
132 N. C., 276; Hall v. Tallman, 103 N. C., 276. 

The judgment, as above stated, is 

Modified and affirmed. 
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Z. V. BERRY anp S. A. MORRIS vy. RICHMOND CEDAR WORKS. 
(Filed 11 October, 1922.) 


1. Evidence—Grants—Deeds and Conveyances—Boundaries—Location of 


Lands—Substantive Facts-—Questions for Jury—tTrials. 


Where, in an action of trespass, a surveyor has testified that he knows 
the boundaries of the land in dispute as described in the complaint, he 
may testify that they are within the natural boundaries set out in a grant 
from the State, upon which the plaintiff relies, and such evidence, being of 
a substantive fact, is not objectionable as involving a vital matter on 
which the parties were at issue, or that it assumed to determine an 
essential element of the verdict for the jury to decide. 


2. Trespass — Evidence — Title—Color—Adverse Possession—Statutes— 


3. 


4. 


5. 


6. 


Principal and Agent. 


In an action of trespass involving title to lands, the plaintiff relied on 
adverse possession under color, and the defendant also upon such posses- 
sion. Both parties relied upon the possession of their respective agents 
occupying camps on the land about fifty yards apart. Evidence held 
competent, in plaintiff’s behalf, to show that defendant’s agent had offered 
money to plaintiff’s agent to quit possession, during such occupancy, as a 
part of the res geste, and also competent under the circumstances of the 
case, as tending to show the defendant’s agent afterwards acquired the 
possession of the land with the defendant’s approval, and for the purpose 
of evicting the plaintiff’s watchman peaceably, if possible, and forcibly, if 
necessary. 


Evidence — Deeds and Conveyances —~ Color——Adverse Possession— 
Fraud. 


A deed in the chain of title of a party in an action of trespass does not 
lose its character as color under which sufficient adverse possession will 
ripen his title, by reason of fraud in a prior grantor, the deed being valid 
until set aside by a court of equity. 


Instructions—Adverse Possession—Deeds and Conveyances—Color— 


Boundaries—Appeal and Error. 


Where a party to an action of trespass claims title under color by 
adverse possession, a requested prayer for instruction that disregards the 
essential element of possession up to known and visible lines and bounda- 
ries is properly refused. 


Limitation of Actions——Statutes—Adverse Possession—Posting Lands 

The posting of land, without possession, is not equivalent to the pos- 
sessio pedis against the owner, or more than a notice of a claim, and is 
not such adverse possession as will ripen the title to the claimant. 


Deeds and Conveyances—Formal Parts—Interpretation—Grantor and 
Grantee. 
The formal parts of a deed are construed together to ascertain the 
intent of the grantor, and though it is necessary that there should be a 
grantor and a grantee, it is not required that their names should appear 
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in any particular part of the deed, where there is no repugnancy, if the 
deed is signed properly by those assuming to convey, and it elsewhere 
appears that the grantor and grantee are mentioned sufficiently clear to 
designate them as the respective necessary parties. 


AppEAL by plaintiff from Daniels, J., at January Term, 1922, of 
TYRRELL. 

Civil action. The issues were answered as follows: 

“1, Are plaintiffs owners and entitled to possessicn of the lands 
described in the complaint? Answer: ‘Yes,’ 

“2. Did defendant Richmond Cedar Works wrongfully and unlaw- 
fully trespass upon same? Answer: ‘Yes,’ 

“3. What damage, if any, has plaintiff sustained? Answer: ‘One 
eent. ” 

Judgment for plaintiffs; appeal by defendant. 


ALydlett & Simpson for plaintiffs. 
Tl’. H. Woodley and Thompson & Wilson for defendant. 


Apams, J. The action was brought to recover damages for alleged 
trespass, but as the defendant adinitted possession and the removal of 
timber, the controversy was practically confined to the first issue. The 
plaintiffs introduced a grant to Josiah Collins, dated 9 July, 1796, a deed 
from W. E. and H. L. Cohoon to F. N. Hussey, date: 28 November, 
1883, and mesne conveyances to the plaintiffs. Failing to exhibit a 
connected chain of title from the State, the plaintiffs undertook to 
establish their right to recover by showing adverse possession for seven 
vears under known and visible lines and boundaries and under colorable 
title. The defendant contended that even if those under whom the 
plaintiffs claim had thus acquired title, it was divestec. by the defend- 
ant’s subsequent adverse possession under color for the statutory period. 
The action was brought prior to 1 May, 1917. C. S., 426, 427, 428. 

Several of the exceptions centered of record were abandoned on the 
argument; those brought forward and relied on haye reccived our careful 
consideration, but some of them are so obviously untenable as to require 
no discussion. 

Exception 2: T. B. Shallington, a surveyor, testified for the plaintiffs 
that the land deseribed in the complaint lies within the boundaries of 
the Collins grant, and the defendant excepted on the ground that the 
question involved one of the vital maiters on which the parties were at 
issue, and that the answer assumed to determine an essential element of 
the verdict. In the complaint the land is not described by course and 
distance, but by reference to natural objects; and, after testifying with- 
out objection that he knew the Collins grant and the boundaries of the 
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land in controversy, the witness said that the focus in quo is situated 
within the lines of the grant, or, in substance, that inside the grant are 
the natural objects called for as the boundaries of the locus in quo. 
This was evidence of a substantive fact, which, in view of the preceding 
evidence, was not Incompetent on the ground that the witness invaded 
the province of the jury. This exception is without merit. Indeed, a 
witness for the defendant afterward testified to identically the same 
thing. 

Exeeptions 17, 18, 35, 86: The plaintiffs offered evidence tending to 
show that before bringing suit they built a camp on the land in contro- 
versy and put in charge of it a watchman named Sykes; that the defend- 
ant built another about fifty yards away, which was occupied by Bose 
Owens; and that on one occasion Abner Bryant acted as watchman in 
the absence of Sykes, The court permitted both Bryant and Sykes to 
testify that while they were serving in the capacity of watchmen for the 
plaintiffs, Bose Owens offered them $10 as a consideration for their 
surrendering possession of the land to him. To this evidence the defend- 
ant excepted on the ground that Owens was not authorized by the 
defendant to make such offer. It is well settled that the declarations of 
an agent which are made after the transaction, and are not a part of the 
res gest, are incompetent, and that what an agent says within the 
scope of his agency, characterizing or qualifying his act, is admissible 
as a part of the res geste. Branch v. fh. B., 88 N. C., 575; Southerland 
v. R. R., 106 N. C., 104; Hamrick v. Tel. Co., 140 N. C., 151. Direct 
testimony of the agent’s authority was not necessary. The evidence 
relating to this subject, considered in its entirety, and particularly with 
veference to the cireumstances under which Owens subsequently took 
possession of the eamp and the defendant’s evident approval thereof, 
admits of the construction that Owens, at the time of the alleged con- 
yersations, was acting in furtherance of the defendant’s purpose to evict 
the plaintiffs’ watchmen, peaceably if possible, and forcibly if necessary ; 
and being susceptible of this interpretation, the evidence was properly 
submitted to the jury. 

Exceptions 44, 45, 46, 47: The defendant introduced the deposition 
of H. L. Cohoon, and excepted to the exclusion of certain portions 
thereof tending to show that F. N. Hussey, in 1883, had procured the 
execution of the Cohoon deed by fraud. The exceptions are based upon 
the two propositions: (1) that the Cohoons never had title to the land, 
aud their possession was not colorable; and (2) that Hussey’s fraud, in 
any event, vitiated the Cohoon deed as color of title. | 

In Tale v. Southard, 10 N. C., 121, Judge Henderson defined color 
of title as a “writing upon its face professing to pass title, but which does 
not du it, either from a want of title in the person making it or the 
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defective mode of conveyance that is used’; and his definition has been 
repeatedly accepted and approved. It is therefore utterly immaterial 
whether or not the Cohoons had title, for they executed and delivered to 
F. N. Hussey a deed which unquestionably constituted color in their 
grantee. Likewise, the second proposition must be resolved against the 
defendant. In Seals v. Seals, 165 N. C., 409, one of the questions was 
whether a deed procured by the grantee’s fraud is color of title, and the 
Court held, Walker, J., writing the opinion, that the deed was valid 
until set aside for fraud; that it was merely voidable at the instance of 
the grantor; and that the intervention of a court of equity was required 
to declare it invalid. In the instant case, if the excluded evidence had 
been admitted and the jury had found as a fact that Hussey fraudulently 
induced the execution of the Cohoon deed, its quality as color of title 
would not thereby have been destroyed. 

Exceptions 50, 51: The requested instructions, which are the subject 
of these exceptions, are defective in that they disregard the essential 
element of possession up to known and visible lines and boundaries under 
colorable title. 

Exception 52: The court declined the prayer for instruction that 
keeping the land continuously and conspicuously posted for seven years 
was such adverse possession as would ripen the defendant’s title, no one 
else being in the actual occupation. Admitting as a general proposition 
‘that the posting of land does not constitute sufficient adverse possession, 
the defendant contends that the locus is swamp land, uninhabitable, unfit 
for cultivation, and not susceptible of such actual possession as is usually 
available. It may be observed that the prayer contains no suggestion 
of the number of the notices or the places at which they were posted. 

It is very generally held that the prevention of a trespass, whether by 
a written notice or by the employment of agents for the purpose, is not 
such actual possession as 1s necessary to mature title to real property. 
The act of posting land is not equivalent to the possessio pedis, and as 
against the owner is nothing more than notice of a claim. To hold that 
title to land may be defeated, when the owner has only constructive 
possession, by the claimant’s posting of notices which raay never come 
to the owner’s knowledge, would amount to a ruling sanctioned neithel 
by reason nor by established precedent. Lynde v. Williams, 68 Mo., 
360; Lumber Co. v. Hughes, 38 S. R. (Miss.), 769; Cedar Works v. 
Stringfellow, 236 Fed., 264. 

Exceptions 34, 37, 48: These are exceptions to his Honor’s denial 
of the defendant’s motion to dismiss the action as in case of nonsuit. 
The ground of these exceptions, as stated in the defendant’s brief, is the 
alleged invalidity of the deed from George A. Hussey to the plaintiff 
Z. V. Berry, and from Berry to his coplaintiff, S. A. Morris. In the 
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first of these deeds George A. Hussey and his wife are designated as 
parties of the first part, and Z. V. Berry as party of the second part. 
Following a recital of the consideration, without further mention of the 
names of the alleged grantors, are the words “and by these presents do 
bargain, sell, and convey, with general warranty unto the said Z. V. 
Berry and heirs and assigns.” The habendum is “to the said G. A. 
Hussey, his heirs and assigns forever.” 

The deed was as signed by Hussey and his wife and duly probated and 
registered. Their names, it is true, are not in the granting clause, but 
they are in the premises; and it appears from the entire instrument that 
it was the intention of “the parties of the first part” to convey to the 
grantee the land described in their deed. 18 ©. J., 172, sec. 54, and cases 
cited. We are also of opinion that the recital in the habendum is not a 
fatal defect. Certainly there must be a grantor, a grantee, and a thing 
granted, and when a person undertakes to convey his land there must be 
another to whom he may convey it, for he cannot convey it to himself. 
Dupree v. Dupree, 45 N. C., 166. The question presented here is 
adverted to in Hafner v. Irwin, 20 N. C., 570. There the grantee in 
the premises was Alfred Hafner, and in the habendum, M. W. Curry. 
Daniel, J., sdid: “Dwight, in the premises of the deed, bargained and 
sold the property to the plaintiff, his heirs, executors, ete. However, in 
the same deed the habendum is to M. W. Curry, his heirs and assigns in 
trust, etc. All the parts of a deed which precede the habendum, taken 
together, are called the premises; of which it is said, the office is rightly 
to name the grantor and grantee, and to comprehend the certainty of the 
thing granted. But though the grantee should first be named in the 
habendum, the grant to him will yet be good, provided there was not 
another grantee named in the premises (Co. Lit., 26 b, note), or if there 
were, provided the estate given by the habendum to the new grantee was 
not immediate, but by way of remainder. The habendum part of a 
deed was originally used to determine the interest granted, or to lessen, 
enlarge, explain, or qualify the premises, But it cannot perform the 
office of divesting an estate already vested by the deed; for it is void if 
it be repugnant to the estate granted in the premises.” 2 Bla. Com., 
298; Goodtitle v. Gebbs, 5 Barn. & Cress., 709; 4 Kent’s Com., 468, 

The application of these principles sustains also the validity of the 
deed from Berry to his coplaintiff. The habendum is substantially 
identical with that in the Hussey deed, and the only difference as to the 
parties is this: in the Berry deed the grantee is not named in the first 
clause of the deed as party of the second part, but is so designated in the 
granting clause. In this jurisdiction it is held that a deed of convey- 
ances shall be considered in its entirety when the question of its legal 
sufficiency or of the intention of the parties is to be determined. The 
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principle 1s reiterated in Triplett v. Williams, 149 N. C., 396. There 
Brown, J., very pertinently said: “We concede all that is contended 
for as to the common-law rule of construction, and that it has been 
followed in this State. But this doctrine, which regarded the granting 
clause and the habendum and tenendum as separate and independent 
portions of the same instrument, each with its especial function, is becom- 
ing obsolete in this country, and a more liberal and enlightened rule of 
construction obtains, which looks at the whole instrument without refer- 
ence to formal divisions, in order to ascertain the intention of the 
parties, and docs not permit antiquated technicalities to override the 
plainly expressed intention of the grantor, and does not regard as very 
material the part of the deed in which such intention is manifested.” 
Blackwell v. Blackwell, 124 N. C., 270; Rowland v. Rowland, 98 N. C., 
214. 

Upon inspection of the record, we find 

No error. 





AUGUSTUS DAWSON y. ELIAS ABBOTT. 
(Filed 18 October, 1922, 


Appeal and Error—Reversible Error—Limitation of Actions—Lands— 
Adverse Possession—RBoundaries—Title—-Intention—Instructions. 
While the mistake of the owner of land in using and oceupying lands 
beyond his fixed and established boundary line without the intention of 
Claiming more than he has within the acknowledged coiines of his deed 
is not such adverse possession as will ripen his tithe under our statutes of 
limitation; this principle does not apply when the owner claims a certain 
divisional line as his boundary, identifies it as such, and introduces evi- 
dence of his possession and claim thereto; atid where such appears as the 
evidence in the case, with further testimony of the claimant, the plaintiff, 
that he had never intended to hold any land that did not belong to him, 
but had always claimed the locus in quo to the line he claimed as his own, 
as of right, it is reversible errer for the judge to charge the jury on this 
testimony alone that they should find for the defendart if they should 
further find that the plaintiff had occupted the land bevond the boundary 
by mistake, and notyintentionally. 


Apprat by plaintiff from Lyon, J., at June Term, 1922, of Lenorr. 

This is an action for land. Plaintiff claimed the land by adverse 
possession under color, as stated, and he testified: “I know the land 
deseribed in the deed heretofore offered in evidence; it is mine; I have 
had possession of it and have been cultivating it for about thirty-five 
or forty years. My line runs, my southern line on the map, as indicated 
by the yellow line. I have been in possession of the land in dispute for 
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forty years. There is a branch running from 3 to Mr. Wallace’s; the 
stump there is the corner and has been the corner ever since I bought it 
thirty-five or forty years ago. Running from the stump to Wallace’s 
land, there is a ditch, and my line runs from there in the deep branch 
from 3 to 4. I have been cultivating the land in dispute ever since it 
has been cleared, thirty-five or forty years. I took possession up to the 
line that I claim now thirty-five or forty years ago. The first time the 
defendant Abbott claimed to go beyond that dotted line was about six 
years ago, and he then began to claim it. The defendant Abbott rented 
the land in controversy from me. He paid the rent and lived in my 
house. I rented the land to Abbott down to the dotted line on the map, 
as claimed by me. No one but him ever claimed any of the land down 
to the dotted line; it is cultivated land and good land.” 

The plaintiff was asked the following questions: 

“Q. In this controversy you have not had any intention to hold any 
land that did not belong to you? A. I ain’t never in my life, and 1 hope 
I never will. 

“Q. You have not been intending to claim any land that did not 
actually belong to you? A. No; I always knew where the line was. 

“Q, You never claimed any land that did not belong to you? A. 
No; only claimed what I knew to be my land.” 

Plaintiff further testified: “This was all one tract before the divi- 
sion, All the other owners on the other side of the line always admitted 
this stump (corner claimed by plaintiff) to be the corner; Abbott (mean- 
ing the defendant) is the first man that raised any question about it.” 

W. M. Whitley testified: “From what people say, I have known 
this stump (stump claimed by plaintiff) as a corner stump, and the line 
as claimed by Dawson as the line; the people have claimed and recog- 
nized it as the line and corner for twenty-five years. During all these 
years the plaintiff, Augustus Dawson, always went up to that ditch as 
claimed by him and down to that stump indicated on the map. He has 
worked the land in dispute ever since [ have known it. JI knew when 
the defendant Abbott lived in the plaintiff’s house, and I think worked 
up to the stump laid down on the map. The strip in controversy has 
been cultivated ever since I have known it, a portion of it has been 
cultivated all these years, for twenty-five years, ever since I have known 
it.” 

Collie Fisher testified: ‘I have known the land in controversy for 
thirty-five or forty years. Some years ago, I was renting it from Uncle 
Gus (the plaintiff); the line then was as contended for by him now; I 
tended it two years, which was eight or ten years ago. Elias Abbott, the 
defendant, cultivated all of it; I suppose he rented the entire place from 
the plaintiff.” 
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Augustus Rouse testified: “I know the strip of land in controversy. 
Augustus Dawson (the plaintiff) has been in possession of that land; he 
has been tending it for twenty or twenty-five years; no one claimed to 
the contrary along then; I never saw any one who lived on the other 
side try to go across the line as claimed by the plaintiff.” 

The defendant, Ehas Abbott, testified: “I rented this tract of land 
from Uncle Gus (the plaintiff), about six years ago. I have been in 
possession of the land in dispute now this makes three years. There is 
a ditch part of the way on the line, as claimed by the plaintiff, toward 
Wallace’s land. Uncle Gus (the plaintiff) was cultivating that all these 
years up to the ditch. I began to claim across the ditch only three years 
ago. If the court should allow my contention, it would give me land 
that [ know the plaintiff has been cultivating for a number of years. 
As tenant of the plaintiff, I held up to that ditch, the line claimed by 
plaintiff.” 

Jeff Arnold, for the defendant, testified: “My father owned the 
property in question. The dividing line between us and the Dawson 
line was a stump there (witness indicating the stump claimed by the 
plaintiff to be the corner), and a rod was up there at that time. The 
plaintiff took in all of this tract of land at one time.” 

The court charged the jury, among other things, as follows: ‘Adverse 
possession, gentlemen of the jury, is such a possession as notifies the 
true owner and the world that the party in possession is in adverse 
possession, holding same as his own, so as to enable the true owner, if 
there be one other than himself, to bring an action. (If a man is mis- 
taken as to where his line is, and gets over the line through mistake, 
and holds it thinking it is his own when in truth it is not, but without 
intending to claim beyond the true line, that would not be adverse posses- 
sion.)” 

Defendant excepted to the portion of this instruction which is in 
parentheses, and assigned the same as error. 

Verdict and judgment for the defendant; plaintiif excepted, and 
appealed. 


Rouse & Rouse for plaintiff. 
Sutton & Greene for defendant. 


Waker, J. We have stated so much of the evidence as bears upon 
the question raised by the plaintiff, who it appears was claiming this 
land under a deed and adverse possession extending over many years— 
as much as twenty-five or thirty. The special exception taken by the 
plaintiff to the charge of the court is that relating to a holding of the 
land by mistake, the particular instruction being this: “If a man is 


N.C.] FALL TERM, 1929. 195 


Dawson v. ABBOTT, 





mistaken as to where his line is, and gets over the line through mistake, 
and holds it thinking it is his own when in truth it is not, but without 
intending to claim beyond the true line, that would not be adverse 
possession,” 

This instruction was erroneous in view of the evidence and the con- 
tentions of the plaintiff, and was seriously prejudicial to him if it did 
not turn the scales against him, even if the instruction in itself was 
correct. The plaintiff did not admit or concede that he ever claimed 
the land by mistake, and held it thinking it was his own when in truth 
it was not, and without intending to claim it. The evidence is directly 
contrary to such a construction of it. Plaintiff claimed the land as his 
own, without having any doubt about his right and just claim to it, 
while the charge of the court assumed, or strongly implied, that he was 
not holding the land adversely, but because of a mistake as to the lines, 
and that he did not intend to claim land not his own. But this last 
expression is very far from stating the true contention. Plaintiff did 
say while testifying that he did not intend to claim any land not right- 
fully belonging to him, but he added, very distinctly and firmly, and 
without the slightest equivocation, that he had not done so, but only 
claimed what he knew to be his land. The charge of the court was 
obviously calculated, though not, of course, intended, to place a wrong 
meaning upon what the plaintiff had said, and to produce the impres- 
sion upon the jury that plaintiff was claiming the land by mistake, and 
not adversely and of right. The plaintiff had consistently, in the begin- 
ning and throughout the case, insisted strenuously that there was no 
mistake about it, but that he had asserted his title to the land, and his 
long adverse possession of it by actually occupying it and cultivating it, 
and using it in other ways to which it was adapted, and this was done 
for many years, far more than a sufficient time to ripen his title, and 
there was nothing to justify the court in presenting to the jury a view 
of the case which implied that plaintiff’s possession and claim were 
asserted by mistake, and therefore not adverse. 

It is said in 1 Cyc., at pp. 1036-1038: “A few decisions hold without 
qualification that one who, through a misapprehension as to the bounda- 
ries of his land, occupies and possesses land of another for the statutory 
period, thereby acquires title by adverse possession to such lands. Never- 
theless, according to the great weight of authority, where the occupation 
of the land is by a mere mistake, and with no intention on the part of 
the occupant to claim as his own land which does not belong to him, but 
he intends to claim only to the true line, wherever it may be, the holding 
is not adverse. In cases of mistake as to the true line between adjoining 
lands, the real test as to whether or not a title will be acquired by a 
holding for the period prescribed by the statute of limitations is the 
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intention of the party holding beyond the true line. It is not merely 
the existence of a mistake, but the presence or absence of the requisite 
intention to claim title, that fixes the character of the entry and deter- 
mines the question of disseizin. There must be an intention to claim 
title to all land within a certain boundary, whether it eventually be the 
correct one or not. Where a person, acting under a mistake as to the 
true boundary line between his land and that of another, takes possession 
of land of another, believing it to be his own, up to a mistaken line, 
claiming title to it and so holding, the holding is adverse, and, if con- 
tinued for the requisite period, will give title by adverse possession.” 
Applying these principles correctly to the case, the error of the court is 
apparent. 

In Mode v. Long, 64 N. C., 483, it was held: “Where one or two 
coterminous proprietors of land cleared and fenced up to a line of 
marked trees, believing that to be the dividing line, whereas it was at 
some points as much as twenty-five yards over upon his neighbor’s land: 
Held, that such act constituted an open and notorious «edverse possession 
up to the marked line, and rendered a deed made by the neighbor during 
such possession, for that part, void.” Chief Justice Pearson said in the 
body of the opinion: “In our case, clearing and fencing a field up to a 
line of marked trees, was certainly an open and notorious act, and the 
mistake was not in attempting to set a fence with a line, but in asserting 
another and a different line to be the true one, and making it necessary 
to have a lawsuit in order to show the mistake and establish the true line. 
Here the mistake was in regard to which of two lines was the true line 
of ‘Smart’s grant,’ called for in the deeds of both parties; that depended 
on a question of law. There the mistake was in running the worm of a 
fence exactly with a straight line; a mistake as to matter of fact, from 
inadvertence, and with no intention to assert a claim. So note the 
diversity.” The Mode case, supra, controls, except that this is stronger 
for the plaintiff’s right to recover than was the Mode case. Were there 
was no mistake by the plaintiff, because he claimed up to the line 
which he asserted, all the time, to be the true one. When he said that 
he would not claim land that did not belong to him, he did not mean that 
he was doing such a thing, but only claiming that which was his. Even 
if there had been a mistake originally as to the location of the true line, 
yet if the plaintiff asserted it to be at a certain place and occupied 
and claimed up to it in his own right, although he may have been mis- 
taken as to where the true line was, his possession would still be adverse. 
It was held in Williams v. Harrell, 43 N. C., 125: “The fact that the 
adverse possession has commenced and continued unde: a mistake as to 
the rights of the parties is not an avoidance of its legal effect.” 
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The land in dispute contains about fourteen acres, but it is of great 
value to the plaintiff, and the controversy involves an important prin- 
ciple. The defendant had leased the land from the plaintiff, thereby 
acknowledging his title, and he must have known that plaintiff had 
claimed and occupied the land adversely for twenty-five or thirty-five 
years. 

The cross-examination of the plaintiff as to the supposed mistake 
tended to prejudice him unduly, and to aid greatly in emphasizing the 
error committed at the trial. The plaintiff was asserting the justness, 
fairness, and righteousness of his claim, and had his earnest and honest 
statement of it, inadvertently, of course, but nevertheless strongly, turned 
to his disadvantage. 

We are satisfied that it was the erroneous instruction of the court as 
to the alleged mistake which misled the jury and caused them to decide 
with the defendant upon a wrong impression of the case, and for this 
error plaintiff is entitled to another trial. 

New trial. 





©. H. MILLER v. DUKE SCHOOL DISTRICT, No. 1, anp E. H. BOST er at.., 
ScHOOL COMMITTEE. 


(Filed 18 October, 1922.) 


1, School Districts—Elections—~Bonds—Taxation. 


A graded school district, maintained under the general statutory powers 
given the county board of education, having a duly appointed committee, 
secretary, and treasurer, etc., is one functioning by legislative authority, 
and comes within the privilege and power given by statute to hold an 
election on a specified bond issue and levy a special tax for school pur- 
poses. Paschal v. Johnson, 183 N. C., 129, cited and applied. 


2. Same—Publication—Newspapers—Statutes, 

It is now made sufficient, by statutory amendment, so far as the news- 
paper publication is concerned, for a school district to publish a notice of 
an election to vote upon the issuance of bonds for school purposes and 
levy a tax therefor, in some newspaper published in the county, outside of 
the district, when no newspaper is published therein. Laws 1921, ch. 122. 


8. Same—Preliminary Notice. 


The preliminary notice of twenty days for a new registration for an 
election provided by C. S., 5926, applies, under the general election law, to 
an election called by a school district to vote upon the issuance of bonds 
by the district for school purposes, and a tax levy to provide for the same, 


4. Same. 


The failure of a school district to publish the preliminary notice for a 
new registration of an election to vote upon the issuance of school bonds 


198 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 
MILLER v. ScHOOL DISTRICT. 


and provide for the necessary tax levy according to C. S., 5926, does not 
invalidate the affirmative result of the election or affect the validity of the 
bonds or levy, when it appears that the new registration, as well as the 
election, had been given ample previous notice by publication in a news- 
paper circulating extensively in the district; by notice posted at the court- 
house door, and three other public places therein; and that from a large 
vote polled only two electors had voted against the proposition, and it 
does not appear that any had been deprived of his opportunity to vote. 


ApreaL by plaintiff from Daniels, J., at September Term, 1922, of 
HARNeETT. 

Civil action, submitted on case agreed. The pertinent facts presented 
in the case agreed are as follows: 

1. That the plaintiff is a citizen, resident, and taxpayer of the school 
district hereinafter referred to. 

2. That at the time of the call of the election hereinafter referred to, 
and for many years prior thereto, that territory within the boundaries 
set forth in Exhibit “B” hereto attached being located within Duke 
Township, Harnett County, and constituting the major part of said 
township, had been a school district formed by the board of education 
under its general powers and named and designated by said board under 
its general policy and practice Duke School District, No. 1, in which 
district there had been maintained for a number of vears, under the 
auspices of the board of education of Harnett County, a graded school, 
teaching all branches from the elementary grades to and including the 
high school grades; that said district, prior to the election hereinafter 
referred to, had never voted for a special tax, and no special tax had 
theretofore been levied therein, nor had an election ever een held in said 
district for any purpose. 

3. That prior to and at the time of the election hereinafter referred 
to, the individual defendants, E. H. Bost, E. C. Geddie, and A. F. 
Fowler, having been duly appointed by the board of education of Har- 
nett County, constituted the committee of said school district, and since 
said election R. 8S. Kelly has by said board been added, and said four 
defendants now constitute the committee of said district, of whom E. H. 
Bost is chairman and R. 8, Kelly secretary and treasurer, which posi- 
tions respectively were held at the commencement of the proceedings 
leading to the election hereinafter referred to by E. H. Bost and R. S. 
Kelly. 

4, That at a regular meeting of the board of commissioners of Harnett 
County, held on Monday, 1 May, 1922, the committee of said district, as 
then constituted, filed a petition executed by them before said board 
praying said board to call a special election to be held in said school 
district on 15 June, 1922, for the purpose of voting upon the question of 
issuing not exceeding $75,000 of serial bonds of said school district, and 
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levying a sufficient annual tax to pay the same under the provisions of 
Laws 1920, ch. 87, Extra Session, a copy of which petition is hereto 
attached and marked Exhibit “A.” 

5. That at said session of the board of commissioners there was also 
filed with said board a petition of more than one-fourth of the free- 
holders residing in said school district, praying said board for an election 
to ascertain the will of the people within said district whether there 
should be levied in said district special annual tax of not more than 
80 cents on the $100 valuation of property, and 90 cents on the poll to 
supplement the public school fund, which may be apportioned to said 
district by the county board of education, which petition was duly 
endorsed by the county board of education, which petition and its 
endorsement by the board of education of Harnett County is hereto 
attached and marked Exhibit “B.” 

6. That thereupon, at said session of the board of commissioners of 
Harnett County, said board adopted a resolution calling an election to 
be held in said district on 15 June, 1922, upon both of said questions, 
and appointing in said resolution a registrar and judges for the purpose 
of holding said election, and ordering a new registration of voters there- 
for, a copy of which resolution is hereto attached, marked Exhibit “C.” 

7. That said election was duly held on the day designated by the board 
of commissioners, and each of said issues was carried affirmatively, and 
upon returns being made to the board of commissioners of Harnett 
County said board canvassed said returns and judicially declared the 
result thereof as set forth in the minutes of said board, a copy of the 
board’s said action, as recorded in the minutes of said board, being set 
forth in a copy thereof hereto attached, marked Exhibit “D,” and said 
board caused a notice of the result of said election to be duly published. 

8. That there is no newspaper published within the school district 
aforesaid, but the board of commissioners caused a notice of said election 
to be published in the Dunn Dispatch, a newspaper published in the town 
of Dunn, Harnett County, State of North Carolina, in issues of said 
paper dated respectively 9 and 16 May, 1922, and marked Exhibit “E.” 
Said notice was also published for more than thirty days prior to said 
election by the same being posted at the courthouse door and three public 
places in said school district, and, in addition thereto, the registrar 
appointed for said election caused to be posted at the courthouse door in 
Harnett County, and at three public places in said school district, a 
notice of registration, a copy of which is hereto attached and marked 
Exhibit “EF.” 

9, That there is taxable property within said school district of the 
assessed value for the year 1921, $2,628,186. 
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10. That the defendants, constituting school committee, have elected 
a chairman and a secretary and treasurer, and are ebout to adopt a 
common or corporate seal of said district, and have announced their 
purposes, and are now making preparation to issue sevial bonds in the 
name of said Duke Sehool District, No. 1, to the amount of $75,000, 
under the provisions of Laws 1920, ch. 87, Extra Session, as amended, 
and to request the commissioners of Harnett County tc levy annually a 
sufficient tax to pay the principal and the interest accruing upon said 
bonds as the same shall become due, and have announced their intention 
of offering said bonds upon the general market for sale to obtain funds 
with which to erect school buildings for said district, a contract for the 
erection of which has already been entered into and pursuant to said 
contract the erection of one school building for said district has already 
been begun. 

Contentions oF ParrtIizs, 


Upon the foregoing facts, the plaintiff contends that said district, and 
the committee of said district, are without authority to issne said bonds; 
that the same, if issued, will be illegal and void, and, therefore, prays 
that the defendants be perpetually enjoined from issuing and offering 
said bonds for sale, and for such other and further relief as the plaintiff 
may be entitled to. 

Upon said facts the defendants contend that the defeadants have full 
and legal authority to issue said bonds, and to offer the same for sale for 
the purposes for which they are about to be issued; that said bonds, when 
issued and sold, will be legal and binding obligations upon said district, 
and they therefore pray the court that it may so adjudge, and for such 
other and further relief as to the court may seem mete and proper. 

As a part of Exhibit “D,” embraced in these findings, it appears that 
there were 264 votes in the district duly registered and qualified to vote 
in said election, and in same there were cast: for bond issue, 236 ballots; 
against bond issue, 2 ballots; for special tax, 235 ballots; against special 
tax, 2 ballots. 

Upon these facts the court entered the following judgraent: 

“This cause coming on to be heard before his Honor, F. A. Daniels, 
judge, at chambers, in the city of Smithfield, and being heard upon an 
agreed statement of facts submitted to the court, and the court being of 
the opinion that upon said facts the defendants are authorized to issue 
and sell the bonds therein set forth, and that said bonds when issued will 
be legal and binding obligations of the defendant district : 

“Tt is therefore considered, ordered, and adjudged that the plaintiff’s 
prayer for injunctive relief be and the same is hereby denied, and that 
the defendants be and they are hereby authorized to issue and sell the 
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bonds of said district, as set forth in said agreed statement of facts and 
as authorized by Laws 1920, ch. 87, Extra Session, as amended. 
“This 26 September, 1922. F, A. Dantets, Judge.” 
Plaintiff excepted, and appealed. 


Clarence J. Smath for plaintiff. 
Clifford & Townsend for defendants. 


Hoxer, J. We concur in his Honor’s decision that no valid objection 
has been made to appear to this proposed bond issue, and the special tax 
to provide for the same. 

As we understand his position, appellant excepts first that no corpo- 
rate authority has been shown in the school district or its governing 
body to justify and uphold a measure of this character. In the recent 
ease of Paschal v. Johnson, 183 N. C., 129, the various statutes apper- 
taining to this subject were carefully considered, and it was there held 
that every school district functioning by proper legislative authority, 
and having a governing body, whether by trustees, committee, or other, 
would properly come within the privilege and power of holding an 
election on a specified bond issue and levying a special tax to provide for 
same. Speaking to the question, the Court, in the opinion, said: “And 
in ch. 87, Public Laws, special session, 1920, it is enacted that the board 
of trustees of any school district in this State is authorized to issue bonds 
for special school purposes where the measure is properly approved by 
the voters at an election held as the law provides. In section 9 of this 
statute the term ‘school district’ is defined to include every graded school 
district, high school district, township, or other school district in this 
State, and the term ‘board of trustecs’ shall include the principal admin- 
istrative or governing body of a school district by whatever name called. 
And that there may be no uncertainty to arise from the use of these 
broad and inclusive terms, ch. 224, Laws of 1921, superadds to ‘govern- 
ing body’ the words ‘or school committee,’ thus extending the provisions 
of the act to these school districts, which were then in charge of local 
school agents under the direction of the county board of education.” 
This case, in our opinion, is decisive against this objection of appellant. 

In regard to the notice of the election, Laws 1920, ch. 87, provided 
that same should be published in a newspaper published in the district, 
but this provision was amended by Laws 1921, ch. 122, so as to provide 
“that if no newspaper is published in the school district, then in some 
newspaper published in the county in which the school district is 
located,” and as we understand the record, the statutory requirements as 
to notice of the election have been strictly complied with. 
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And as to the preliminary notice of a new registration, the general 
statute on the subject, C. S., 5926, provides for such a notice of 20 days, 
and in the absence of any contrary provision in the special law, chapter 
87, it would seem that the general law on the subject should prevail. 
Comrs. v. Malone, 179 N. C., 10. But where, as in this case, it appears 
that a notice of the election and of the new registration were published 
twice in a newspaper of general circulation in the district, and a written 
notice was also posted at the courthouse door in the county, and at three 
public places in the district for two weeks prior to the opening of the 
registration books, and that these books were kept open at the proper 
place from 15 May till 3 June prior to the election on 15 June, 1922, 
and there is no claim or suggestion that there was not a full registration 
of the voters, or that any voter in the district was denied opportunity to 
register and to cast his ballot. And that out of a total qualified and 
registered vote in the district of 264, there were 236 vctes for the bonds, 
with two opposed, and 235 for special tax, with only two opposed, our 
decisions fully justify us in holding that the technical failure to give 
this preliminary notice of registration for the full twenty days should 
not be allowed to affect the result or defeat what is clearly a full and 
fair expression of the voters’ will. On authority, this objection also 
must be overruled. Hammond v. McRae, 182 N. C., 747-752; Comrs. 
v. Malone, 179 N. C., 10; Hill v. Skinner, 169 N. C., 411. 

We find no error in the record, and the judgment in denial of plain- 
tiff’s application and upholding the validity of the bonds and special 
tax 1s 


Affirmed. 





J.B. BARROW v. NORFOLK SOUTHERN RAILROAD COMPANY. 
(Filed 18 October, 1922.) 


Contracts — Breach — Damages — Railroads—Sidetracks—-W arehouses— 
Drayage. 

Damages recoverable for a breach of contract are those which were in 
the contemplation of the parties, and are capable of ascertainment with 
a reasonable degree of certainty; and where the owner of a tobacco ware- 
house has rented the siime under an agreement to save the tenant the 
cost of drayage, depending upon his contract with the Jefendant railroad 
company to put in a sidetrack within a certain time, for a consideration 
he had performed, the defendant railroad company is answerable in 
damages in the owner’s action in such amount as he has been required to 
allow his tenant for such drayage charges made necessary by reason of 
the defendant’s failure to put in the sidetrack by the time designated, and 
which the defendant had agreed to with knowledge of the plaintiff’s pur- 
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pose to thereby save the cost of drayage. The question as to unlawful 
discrimination in freight rates, contrary to the Federal statutes, does not 
arise in this case. 


AppraL by defendant from Daniels, J., at May Term, 1922, of 
CRAVEN, 

Civil action for alleged breach of contract on part of defendant com- 
pany in failing to put in a sidetrack from main line of its road to the 
tobaceo prize house of plaintiff, situate two hundred yards from defend- 
ant’s road. On denial of lability, the cause was submitted and deter- 
mined by the jury on the following issues: 

“1. Did plaintiff and defendant enter into a contract, as alleged in 
the complaint? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“9. If so, did plaintiff perform his part of the contract? Answer: 
‘Yes,’ 

“3. Did defendant wrongfully break the contract? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“4. What damage, if any, is plaintiff entitled to recover from defend- 
ant? Answer: ‘Yes, $309.57, with interest from 8 November, 1920.’ ” 

Judgment for plaintiff, and defendant excepted and appealed. 


D. L. Ward for plaintcff. 
Moore & Dunn for defendant. 


Hoxr, J. The evidence on part of plaintiff, which the jury have 
accepted as the correct version of the matter, tends to show that plaintiff 
owned a tobacco prize house, situate about two hundred yards from 
defendant’s road, and in July, 1920, he made a contract with defendant 
to put a spur track from a point near its station to the warehouse, about 
two hundred yards distant. That defendant stipulated that same would 
be complete and ready for use by the opening of the tobacco season, not 
later than 4 September, 1920. That plaintiff was to pay for said track 
the sum of $1,200, or procure for the road a lot which it desired and 
needed in its business, and in compliance with this bargain, plaintiff 
bought the lot and had same conveyed to the company by proper deed. 
That the chief engineer, who acted for the company in the matter, was 
informed and understood at the time of the agreement that the purpose 
was to save the drayage charges for the approaching tobacco season, and 
relying on defendants to have the spur track ready, plaintiff, in renting 
his warehouse, agreed that the occupants would not have to pay any 
drayage charges for that season. That defendant failed to build the 
track within the time specified, and plaintiff was compelled to reduce 
his rental or make good to the occupant the drayage charges, same 
amounting to $309.57. 
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There was evidence for defendant denying that there was any definite 
time agreed upon, but the jury, as stated, having accepted plaintifi’s 
version, the case is brought clearly within the established principle, and 
under which it was fairly submitted and determined. ‘That on breach of 
contract plaintiff may recover such damages as were in contemplation of 
the parties, and which are capable of ascertainment with a reasonable 
degree of certainty. Decisions in application of the principle not dis- 
similar to the case presented will be found in Thompscn v. Express Co., 
180 N. C., 42; Rawls v. R. R., 173 N. C., 6. 

Plaintiff having bought and paid the full contract price for putting in 
the spur track at a specified time, is entitled to recover the damages 
naturally incident to the breach, and in our opinion there is nothing in 
the case which presents the question of unlawful discrimination in 
freight rates contrary to Federal or State regulations on the subject. 
Slocumb v. RK. R., 165 N. C., 338-3438. 

We find no error in the record, and the judgment on the verdict is 
affirmed. 

No error. 





MATTIE B. HARPER v. OAK RIDGE SUPPLY COMPANY er at. 
(Filed 25 October, 1922.) 


Fraud—Corporations—Officers—Directors—-Evidence—Verdicts—tTrials, 


Evidence that the directors of the defendant corporation sent an agent 
to the plaintiff and secured a loan of money she had received upon an 
insurance policy on the life of her husband; that the plaintiff was inex- 
perienced in business affairs and relied upon the assurance of the repre- 
sentative that the loan would be amply secured, and the directors individ- 
ually liable therefor; that theretofore the banks had lent the corporation 
money upon its note with the individual endorsements of the directors, but 
at this time had refused to further do so, and that the money obtained 
from the plaintiff was upon the unendorsed and unsecured note of the 
corporation, which was soon thereafter thrown into the hands of a receiver 
and its assets bought in by the directors at a small per cent of its true 
valuation, is sufficient to sustain a verdict of the jury finding fraud on 
the part of the individual directors, defendants in the action, and a judg- 
ment that the plaintiff recover of them in her action. 


Appeal by the individual defendants from Lyon, J., at June Term, 
1922, of Leworr. 

Civil action, instituted against the Oak Ridge Supply Company, a 
corporation, and its four directors, W. J. Grady, J. P. Turner, Joseph C. 
Maxwell, and Don Maxwell, individually, to recover the sum of $3,400, 
and interest thereon, as evidenced by the promissory note of the defend- 
ant corporation; the directors being individually joined as defendants 
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upon the alleged ground of false and fraudulent representations and 
conduct in the procurement of said loan and its subsequent conversion 
by them. 

Upon denial of liability on the part of the individual defendants, there 
was a verdict and judgment in favor of the plaintiff, from which the 
individual defendants appealed. 


Rouse & Rouse and Sutton & Greene for plainteff. 
H. D. Williams and Dawson & Wallace for defendants. 


Sracy, J. The defendants rely chiefly upon their exception to the 
refusal of the court to grant their motion for judgment as of nonsuit, 
made first at the close of the plaintiff’s evidence, and again renewed at 
the close of all the evidence. The first exception has been waived by the 
defendants. Smith v. Pritchard, 173 N.C., 720. They had the right to 
rely on the weakness of the plaintiff’s evidence when she rested her case; 
but, having elected to offer testimony in their own behalf, they did so 
cum onere, and only their exception noted at the close of all the evidence 
may now be urged or considered. OC. S., 567. Blackman v. Woodmen 
of World, ante, 75; S. v. Killian, 173 N. C., 792. 

Viewing the evidence in its most favorable light for the plaintiff, the 
accepted position on a motion of this kind, we find the following facts 
sufficiently established, or as reasonable inferences to be drawn from the 
testimony : 

1. That for a long time it had been the custom and habit of the Oak 
Ridge Supply Company, a mercantile corporation, to borrow such money 
as it required in its business from banks upon the personal endorsement 
of its directors, defendants herein. 

2. That in April, 1920, finding the company embarrassed for lack of 
funds, and being unable to secure further accommodations from the 
banks, the directors decided to endeavor to secure a loan from the 
plaintiff. 

3. That acting upon this decision of the directors, J. C. Maxwell sent 
Mrs. Gertrude Rouse, who had been an employee of the Oak Ridge 
Supply Company, and who was acquainted with its usage and custom in 
borrowing money, to see if Mrs. Harper would lend the company her 
insurance money. 

4. That Mrs. Harper told Mrs. Rouse she had $3,400 insurance money 
left her by her husband, and which she would lend to the company on 
good security. Mrs. Rouse communicated this information by letter to 
Mr. Maxwell. 

5. That thereupon Mr. Maxwell sent Miss Jennie Maxwell, who was 
the secretary and treasurer of the company, to see when they could get 
the money. 


206 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 


HARPER v. SuPPLy Co. 


6. That Mrs. Harper said they could get the money, and asked about 
the security. She wanted to know what kind of note. Miss Maxwell 
told her it would be an endorsed note, and that the directors would be 
individually responsible for its payment. 

7. That the plaintiff was a widow, inexperienced in business, and did 
not know it was necessary for the directors to put their names on her 
note in order to become personally and individually responsible for its 
payment. 

8. That Joseph C. Maxwell went to the plaintiff’s house the next day 
and delivered to her the company’s unsecured note for $3,400. On being 
asked by her if it was all right, he replied that so far as he knew it was. 

9. That upon being thus assured, Mrs. Harper toox the 6 per cent 
interest-bearing note and parted with her money by endorsing and 
delivering to Mr. Maxwell her certificates of deposit, which bore only 
4 per cent interest. 

10. That this money was deposited in banks to the credit of the com- 
pany, and was paid out on its debts. 

11. That the Oak Ridge Supply Company shortly thereafter was 
thrown into the hands of receivers at the instance of the defendants, 
Turner and Grady, and upon a sale by the receivers all the assets of the 
company were bought in by them at 25 cents on the do_lar. 

12. That appellants deliberately threw the company into the hands of 
a receiver and bought in the assets for much less than their true value. 

13. That at the time this money was borrowed from Mrs. Harper, the 
Oak Ridge Supply Company was insolvent, and the directors knew, or 
by the exercise of reasonable and proper care could and should have 
known of its insolvency. 

14, That the directors, defendants herein, knew this money was being 
obtained on the note of the insolvent corporation, although they, through 
their agent, had promised the plaintiff an endorsed noite, and although 
they knew, through their agent, that the plaintiff was relying on their 
personal security, and although they also knew, through their agent, that 
the plaintiff had been promised, and was expecting to receive, good 
security, such as the banks had been in the habit of receiving. 

Upon these “fourteen points,” we think the jury were fully warranted 
in finding, as they did, that the plaintiff was induced to part with her 
money by the false and fraudulent representations of the individual 
defendants, or, at least, that such misrepresentations were made as to 
render the individual defendants personally lable in an action like the 
present. 

We have discovered no sufficient reason for disturbing the result of 
the trial, and the judgment will be affirmed. 

No error. 
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J. W. DIXON vy. JAMES C. DAVIS, Director GENERAL OF RAILROADS. 
(Filed 25 October, 1922.) 


1. Pleadings — Allegation — Evidence — Fraud — Mistake — Carriers of 
Goods-——Bills of Lading—Contracts. 


Where the plaintiff has signed a livestock bill of lading for intrastate 
shipment, without stipulation as to time of the delivery of the shipment, 
and seeks to recover damages upon a contemporary verbal agreement 
made with him by the agent that the stock would be received at destina- 
tion within a specified time, in the absence of allegation of fraud or 
mistake, he will not be permitted to show that he was induced to sign the 
livestock bill of lading by the agent instead of a different one, that he 
thought he was signing, and had thus signed the one excluding evidence 
of the parol agreement he relied upon by mistake. 


2. Carriers of Goods—Bills of Lading—Agreement as to Time of Bringing 
Action—Limitation of Actions. 


In the absence of any unusual or extraordinary circumstances, an agree- 
ment between the common carrier and its shipper may fix a reasonable 
period within which the shipper shall bring action for damages caused 
by the carrier’s breach of its duty to transport the shipment, which will 
prevail in its enforcement over a longer time fixed by the general statute 
of limitations. 


8. Judgments—Issues—Verdict—Carriers of Goods—Bills of Lading— 
Notice—Agreement as to Action. 


Where, in an action by the consignor against the carrier to recover in an 
intrastate shipment of livestock, the issues are raised whether the provi- 
sions of a livestock bill of lading, under which the shipment was made, 
had been complied with by the consignor, as to giving written notice, etc., 
to the carrier of the damages he claims in his action, or whether he has 
instituted his action within the time specified in the bill of lading, it is 
required that both of these issues be answered by the jury upon the 
evidence in order that a judgment may be rendered in the consignor’s 
favor. 


4, Same—Instructions. 


In an action to recover damages upon a livestock intrastate shipment, 
the necessity of the jury to answer the issues relating to notice to the 
carrier of the damages claimed, and the time of bringing the action under 
the agreement therein set out, is not eliminated by the jury’s answer to 
another issue upon which the judge has instructed the jury that the 
defendant had waived these requirements of the shipping contract. 


AppraL by defendant from Devin, J., at May Term, 1922, of Wake. 
Civil action to recover damages for an alleged negligent delay and 
injury in transit to a car-load shipment of livestock, consisting of 49 


hogs and one pony. 
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Upon denial of liability and traverse thus joined, the following issues 
were submitted to the jury and partly answered by them as indicated: 

“1, Did the defendant contract and agree to transport and deliver 
shipments of hogs from Raleigh to Farmville in time for sale on 28 
February, as alleged in the complaint? Answer: ‘Yes,’ 

“2. Did the defendant fail to perform said contract? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“3. Did plaintiff suffer loss and damage with respect to said shipment 
of hogs by reason of the negligence of the defendant, as alleged in the 
complaint? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“4, What damage, if any, is plaintiff entitled to recover therefor? 
Answer: ‘$1,350.’ 

“5. Did the plaintiff contract that as a condition precedent to any 
right to recover any damages for loss or injury to said livestock, notice 
in writing of the claim therefor should be given to the agent of the 
carrier actually delivering said livestock whenever such delivery might 
be made, and that such notice should be given before said livestock was 
removed, or was intermingled with other livestock? Answer: ‘No.’ 

“6. Was said provision of said contract of shipment complied with 
by the plaintiff? Answer: o0000000000..... 

“7, Did the plaintiff contract that no suit or action for the recovery of 
any claim for damages, loss, injury, or delay to the livestock should be 
brought against the carrier unless begun within ninety days from the 
happening thereof? Answer: —....000....... 


“8. Was said provision complied with by the plaintiff? Answer: 
9) 


ee ee 


Verdict on the judgment in favor of plaintiff, and the defendant 
appealed. 


Douglass & Douglass for plaintiff. 
R. N. Simms for defendant. 


Stacy, J. On Thursday, 26 February, 1920, the defendant placed a 
car at Edgerton’s Siding, Raleigh, N. C., to be used in transporting 
and carrying 49 hogs and one pony for the plaintiff to Farmville, N. C. 
Plaintiff had advertised said hogs for sale at one o’clcck on Saturday, 
28 February, 1920. This fact, it is alleged, was communicated to the 
defendant’s agent, and he assured the plaintiff that said shipment would 
be delivered in Farmville in ample time for the sale as advertised. The 
livestock did not reach Farmville until some time Saturday night, and 
was unloaded early Sunday morning. This action is brought to recover 
damages for delay in transit and resultant injury arising therefrom. 

Plaintiff bases his action on an alleged oral contract made with the 
defendant; and the first issue is addressed to the finding of this fact, 
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which was denied by the defendant. Smith v. R. #., 163 N. C,, 148; 
Hamilton v. R. R., 96 N. C., 402. At the trial plaintiff admitted sign- 
ing a special livestock contract, containing certain limitations and provi- 
sions in regard to his right to maintain an action like the present, 
and the fifth, sixth, seventh, and eighth issues were directed to questions 
appropriately arising therefrom. 

There was evidence on behalf of the plaintiff tending to show that 
he thought he was signing a regular bill of lading rather than a special 
livestock contract. He testified as follows: “I did not sign but one 
paper for the railroad company. They gave me a bill of lading. 

It was different from this paper. I did not have any idea what I was 
signing when I signed that paper.” 

By the court: “Q. You say that 1s your signature to the paper, and 
you can read and write? <A. Yes. 

“Q. Why did you not read over the paper? A. I just did not take 
time to read over the paper.” 

As bearing upon this phase of the case, his Honor charged the jury 
as follows: “The plaintiff has admitted, upon being shown the paper, 
that he signed the paper which has been offered in evidence; but the 
plaintiff’s contention is that he was told to sign a paper of a different 
character, a bill of lading, and that he was misled by the act of the 
agent of the defendant into signing a different paper, and, though he 
was able to read and write, he had no opportunity to do so, and was 
misled as to the character of the paper he was signing, and therefore he 
is not bound by the written paper which bears his signature,” 

Defendant excepted to this portion of the charge, and contended, first, 
that there was no allegation of any fraud or mistake in the execution of 
the contract; and, second, that the evidence offered by the plaintiff was 
not sufficient to warrant the foregoing instruction. We think the excep- 
tion must be sustained, certainly upon the first ground (Graves v. True- 
blood, 96 N. C., 498), if not upon the second. Proof without allegation 
is as unavailing as allegation without proof. McCoy v. R. R., 142 
N. C., 383. There was no stipulation in the written contract calling for 
delivery of the shipment at any particular time; and across the face of 
said instrument was stamped the following: “Read this contract. It 
is agreed that this contract contains the entire bargain between the 
shipper and the company, and that no conversation between owners or 
attendants of the livestock shipped hereunder and representatives of the 
company shall alter, vary, or add to said contract or be valid.” 

Sections 8 and 11 of the written contract were as follows: 

“8, That as a condition precedent to any right to recover any damage 
for loss or injury to said livestock, notice in writing of the claim therefor 
shall be given to the agent of the carrier actually delivering said livestock 
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wherever such delivery may be made, and such notice shall be so given 
before said livestock is removed or is intermingled with other livestock.” 

“11. No suit or action for the recovery of any claim for damages, loss, 
injury, or delay to the livestock shall be brought against any carrier, 
and only against the earrier on whose line the injury or delay occurred, 
unless begun within ninety (90) days from the happening thereof, and 
if begun later the lapse of time shall be conclusive evidence against the 
validity of such claim, any statute of limitations to the contrary not- 
withstanding.” 

It will be observed that the jury failed to answer the sixth, seventh, and 
eighth issues, the seventh issue being directed to the above provisions of 
the 11th section of the contract. This matter is not covered by the fifth 
issue, for the court practically instructed the jury that, under the evi- 
dence (which was not essentially unlike that in the case of Horse 
Exchange v. R. &., 171 N. C., 65), the requirements of the provisions of 
the 8th section of the contract had been waived. Schloss v. R. R., 171 
N. C., 350; Mewborn v. R. R., 170 N. C., 210; Baldwin v. R. R., 170 
N. C., 12, and Kime v. R. R., 160 N. C., 457. The verdict, therefore, 
was Incomplete, and, 1n any event, the cause must be remanded for a 
new trial. This was not an interstate shipment, as was the case of 
Bryan v. R. RB. 174 N. C., 177. 

Tt is established by the clear weight of authority that the parties to a 
contract of shipment may fix a given time, shorter than that allowed by 
the general statute of hmitations, within which suit for breach of the 
contract shall be brought, and, in the absence of any unusual or extraor- 
dinary circumstance, such a stipulation, if reasonable, will be enforced. 
Thigpen v. Rh. R., ante, 33, and cases there cited. The present suit was 
commenced by the issuance of summons on 18 December, 1920, more than 
nine months after the alleged breach of contract occurred. 

New trial. 





J. E, CRUTCHFIELD, Trustees, v. Z. P. ROWE anpD WIFE. 
(Filed 25 October, 1922.) 


1. Bills and Notes—Negotiable Instruments—Banks and Banking—Pur- 
chase—Due Course. 


Where one of two partners has given his individual note to the other 
to be discounted at a bank, and the one thus acting as the agent for the 
other has placed the proceeds to the partnership credit, and has checked 
it out for partnership purposes, in the firm’s name, the maker of the note 
is guilty of negligence in not notifying the bank of his partner’s want of 
authority to thus check out the funds until after the maturity of the note; 
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and the bank, being an innocent purchaser for value and in due course 
may recover on the note, irrespective of the question of whether the maker 
of the note had received benefit from the transaction. 


2. Same—Evidence. 


Upon the question of whether a bank, discounting a note of an indi- 
vidual partner, at the instance of his copartner, was a purchaser in due 
course for value, without notice, it is competent for the cashier, as both 
substantive and corroborative evidence, to testify that the partner making 
the transaction informed him at the time that the proceeds were the 
contribution of the maker to the partnership funds, and in contradic- 
tion of the maker’s testimony of the lack of the authority of his partner 
to place the proceeds to the partnership credit, and check on it in the 
partnership name for partnership purposes, upon which he relies in de- 
fense to the bank’s action upon the note. 

3. Same—Principal and Agent—Partnership. 


Where a partner makes his individual note and gives it to his copartner 
to have discounted at a bank, it is with the ordinarily implied authority 
for the partner so acting to place the proceeds to the partnership credit, 
and check it out under the partnership name for partnership purposes; 
and the bank discounting the note without notice of the maker’s claim to 
the contrary is a purchaser in due course, and may recover in its action 
upon the note against the maker. 

4, Appeal and Error—Instructions—Reversible Error. 


Where the court has erroneously instructed the jury that an innocent 
holder for value of the note sued on, and without notice of its infirmity, 
is not entitled to recover if the defendant has not received value therefor ; 
a correct instruction elsewhere appearing in the charge is contradictory 
and does not relieve the error from prejudice. 


ApprEaL by plaintiff from Connor, J., at November Term, 1922, of 
PENDER. 

On 21 August, 1920, Z. P. Rowe and wife executed to J. E. Crutch- 
field, trustee for the Planters Bank and Trust Company, their note for 
$2,000, secured by a deed in trust of even date, duly recorded in Pender, 
on a one-half undivided interest in a tract of land therein described. 
He had conveyed the other undivided half interest in the land to J. P. 
Fellows for $12,500. The said $2,000 note was discounted at the said 
bank immediately upon its execution and delivery, and the proceeds were 
placed to the credit of Rowe and Fellows. Rowe and Fellows were 
farming as partners upon the said land, in which each owned an undi- 
vided one-half interest. The farming agreement was that each was to 
furnish one-half of the money to carry on said farming operations, and, 
prior to 21 August, Fellows had furnished his part of said money, and it 
had been used in the operation of a partnership farm. Rowe testified: 
“After wife and I signed the mortgage before a magistrate, I gave it to 
him to bring back here to put to my credit, and I handed the papers to 
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Fellows to take to the bank. When Crutchfield sent me notice that the 
note was 90 days past due, I think I went up there and told him I was 
not going to use the money, that he could cancel the mortgage.” Rowe 
added that he did not know whether Fellows got the money or not, but he 
did not get it; that he decided to mortgage his half of tae farm for the 
$2,000, and he told the magistrate to carry the note to F2llows, who was 
to carry 1t to the bank to see whether it was O.K. or not. That he never 
said anything to the bank officers about it; that Fellows told him he had 
delivered the note and mortgage to the bank, but did not tell him that 
he got the money; that he himself never did anything about it until the 
note was due, and that in the meantime he and Fellows had fallen out. 
Three months later he saw Crutchfield, the cashier, who told him that 
the money had been put to the credit of Rowe and Fellows, and had been 
drawn out on their checks. He asked Fellows about it, and told him he 
understood the money had been drawn out, and he replied, “Yes.” The 
jury having found the issue in favor of the defendant, the plaintiff 
appealed. 


Bland & Bland, J. J. Best, and H. L. Stevens for plaiatiff. 
CO. #. McCullen and C. D. Weeks for defendant. 


Crarkx, C. J. The defendant Rowe testified that after the note had 
been due some 90 days he asked Crutchfield about it, who said that the 
proceeds of the note had been placed to the credit of Rowe and Fellows 
as partners, and Rowe was allowed to testify that he then told Crutch- 
field that he was not a partner with Fellows in that matter. This con- 
versation was excepted to as irrelevant, the bank being an innocent pur- 
chaser for value. 

It appears from the evidence that Rowe and Fellows were farming 
together in partnership; that Rowe and his wife executed a note to 
Crutchfield, trustee, which was put into the hands of Fellows, his co- 
partner, to negotiate with the bank. Fellows, whom he trusted to 
negotiate for this loan, had the proceeds placed to the zredit of Rowe 
and Fellows, and the money was checked out by Fellows by checks drawn 
in the name of the firm, and the bank had no notice or knowledge other 
than that given to it by Fellows, who brought the note to the bank. 
Fellows having brought the mortgage and note for discount, notified the 
cashier of the bank to place the same to the credit of Rowe and Fellows, 
who, the cashier knew, as he testified, were in partnership, and the pro- 
ceeds having been drawn out by checks drawn in the name of the firm, 
there was nothing to put the bank on notice, and the defendant Rowe, 
nothing else appearing in the evidence, the plaintiff claims was bound 
by his acquiescence not only during the four months for which the note 
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was given, but for three months thereafter, and excepts that the court 
did not direct a verdict in favor of the plaintiff on the ground that when 
there is a loss in a case of this kind, it should be borne by the one whose 
carelessness has contributed to the misfortune. 

There was no contradiction that Rowe and Fellows were farming 
jointly; that the note was placed in the hands of Fellows by the authority 
of Rowe, and carried by him to the bank; that the proceeds were placed 
to their joint account and the proceeds drawn out by checks in their joint 
name, and that Rowe made no objection and gave no notice of any dis- 
sent until at least seven months had passed. In the absence of evidence 
contradicting any part of this testimony, the court might have directed 
a verdict against the maker of the note. The defendant was guilty of 
gross negligence by his acquiescence for seven months, three months 
after the maturity of the note. On such conduct the cashier, knowing 
of the partnership, was not guilty of negligence in paying out the pro- 
ceeds upon such checks, 

The most serious error, however, is this: The cashier of the bank, 
J. E. Crutchfield, was asked to explain the transaction, and tell all that 
he knew about it. The court sustained an objection to this testimony, 
which was certainly relevant and competent. The record states that the 
cashier would have testified that Fellows stated to him that he had paid 
more than his share of the expenses of their joint farming, and that if 
Rowe would pay up what he owed him they would carry on the busi- 
ness; and if he could get a loan for Rowe, Rowe would pay him; that 
Fellows brought him this note and mortgage, which was credited to the 
account of Fellows and Rowe, and the proceeds were drawn out by 
checks signed “Rowe and Fellows”; that Rowe never came to see him 
nor had any conversation about it, and that the entire transaction was 
with Fellows. This evidence was very material, both as corroborative 
and substantive evidence, and the court erred in not admitting this 
testimony, which was also in contradiction of Rowe. Powell v. Lumber 
Co., 168 N. C., 632. 

It was also error to exclude the question to Crutchfield, whether he 
knew that Rowe and Fellows were in business together at that time. It 
was admitted that he would have testified, “They were operating a farm- 
ing partnership. He (Crutchfield) never spoke to Rowe about this loan 
in controversy. Fellows negotiated the loan. He had the conversation 
with him about negotiating the loan on Rowe’s note, as above stated, 
and two or three weeks later he returned with the paper signed, which 
the bank discounted.” This evidence was competent in contradiction 
of Rowe, and competent to show that the bank was without knowledge or 
information that Fellows was not authorized to make the transaction. 
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The court also excluded the question to Fellows: ‘Was it the under- 
standing between you and Rowe that the discounted loan was to pay for 
money you had advanced Rowe up to that time?’ The record states 
that the witness would have replied that “It was understood that Rowe 
agreed to borrow the money for this purpose. Rowe and I were farming 
on the Moore plantation.” He then stated the quantity of land and the 
extent of the operations and that the money was checked out to pay the 
bills as they came in in their farming operations, and he added: “TI 
checked the money out to pay the bills that came up, end I gave Rowe 
eredit.” According to the testimony of this witness, as the agent of 
Rowe he negotiated the loan, was directed to carry the mortgage and 
note to the bank, and had the money placed to the credit of Rowe and 
Fellows, and checked the money out to pay their joint bills. The com- 
petence of this testimony is apparent, and it was error to exclude it. 

There was no evidence tending to show that any fraud was practiced 
on the defendants, and in the placing of the proceeds of the discounted 
note of Rowe to the credit of Rowe and Fellows. The evidence shows 
that the bank was an innocent purchaser for value, and upon this evi- 
dence, if admitted, the court should have directed a verdict in favor of 
the plaintiff bank. 

The plaintiff also excepted to the following charge: ‘The defendants, 
however, although they executed this note, and it was delivered to the 
bank, say they never received the proceeds of the note, now if such be 
the fact, gentlemen, then of course the defendants are not indebted to 
the plaintiff.” This was erroneous, for if the bank took the note under 
the circumstances testified to, and according to the testimony erroneously 
excluded, the bank was a purchaser for value without notice, and was 
entitled to recover. 

The court also erroneously charged as follows: “It is only in the 
event that it be a fact that the defendants received the proceeds of this 
note will they be indebted to the bank.” This was telling the jury, with- 
out qualifications or explanations, that Rowe must have received the 
proceeds of the note; otherwise he would not be indebted to the plaintiff 
even though the bank received the note from his agent and the money 
was put to the credit of the partnership and drawn out and paid on the 
partnership debts. 

The court also charged: “It 1s not necessary, however, gentlemen, 
for you to find that the proceeds of the note were paid directly to Z. P. 
Rowe and wife, or to either of them, that is, to them in person.” This 
charge contradicts the previous instruction that if they never received 
the proceeds of the note the defendants were not indebted to the plaintiff, 
and is misleading to the jury. 
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It is not denied in this case that Fellows, by direction of Rowe, was 
entrusted with the mortgage and note, and that Fellows was told to take 
them to the bank, and that Rowe made no complaint or objection until 
many months after the note had matured. It was admitted that Fellows 
was Rowe’s agent with respect to inquiring of the bank if 1t would dis- 
count this note, and in carrying the note to the bank. It was erroneous 
to rule out the evidence of J. E. Crutchfield and of J. P. Fellows, as 
above stated, which tended to show that Fellows was the agent of Rowe in 
having the note discounted and in placing it to the credit of the partner- 
ship of Rowe and Fellows. There were other errors assigned in the 
record, and which, we think, entitled the plaintiff to a new trial, but it 
is unnecessary further to discuss the exceptions. For the errors pointed 
out, there should be a 

New trial. 





S. P. BOSEMAN eT AL. v. W. E. McGILL. 


(Filed 25 October, 1922.) 
1. Judgments. 


A judgment against the bidder on lands at a public sale for the purchase 
price, who has failed to respond, adjudging the amount of the judgment 
a lien upon the lands and ordering foreclosure, is a final judgment as to 
matters therein embraced, and conclusive between the parties, 


2. Appeal and Error—Judgments—Supplementary Proceedings—Objec- 
tions and Exceptions—-Case on Appeal—Certiorari. 


Supplementary proceedings taken upon a final judgment not excepted 
to or appealed from, with exception only as to matters embraced in the 
order in the proceedings, does not permit a review of the judgment, but 
only of matters excepted to in the special proceedings; and where, upon 
the failure to docket the case in time in the Supreme Court, the appel- 
lant’s motion for a certiorari is allowed, it brings up for review only the 
exceptions taken in the special proceedings, and appealed from. 


8.. Judgments—Liens—Vendor and Purchaser—Sales—Bidders—Supple- 
mentary Proceedings—Foreclosure—Examination of Debtor. 


Where a judgment orders the foreclosure of lands to pay the purchase 
price, and the plaintiff makes it appear in proceedings supplementary 
to execution that the value of the land is insufficient, and that the defend- 
ant has funds in the hands of a third party, it is not required of the 
plaintiff that he await the result of the foreclosure sale before an order 
ean be made that the holder of defendant’s funds pay the same into court 
to await the court’s further orders respecting it, it being made to appear 
that the defendant had no other funds subject to the payment of the 
balance that would be due on the judgment after applying the proceeds 
from the foreclosure sale of the lands, 
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4, Same—Evidence. 


Where, upon the report of commissioners to sell land at a judicial sale 
subject to a lien, it appears that the land brought a fair and reasonable 
price, which was found as a fact by the clerk, and the order of sale con- 
firmed by the judge, and it further appears that the price so obtained was 
less than the amount of the judgment, the judgment creditor may obtain 
an order, in proceedings supplementary to execution, upon proper affidavit, 
by showing that execution had been issued, though not then returned, and 
that the judgment debtor had property available in the hands of a third 
person, subject to the payment of the judgment debt, and which he un- 
justly refuses to apply thereto. C. §8., 712, 719. C.S., 711, does not apply 
to the facts of this case. 


5. Same—Actions—Remedies, 


Where the land of a judgment debtor is subjected to a specific lien for 
its payment, the Judgment creditor may proceed against the debtor in per- 
sonam, May compel payment by proceedings in rem, or pursue both reme- 
dies at the same time. C. §S., 663. 


6. Same—Order Upon Third Persons. 

Where it appears, in proceedings supplementary to execution, that a 
third person has funds of defendant available for the judgment debt, etce., 
an order may be made by the court forbidding such third persons to dis- 
pose of the fund. 

7. Same—Statutes. 

Held, under the facts of this case, an order for the examination of the 
judgment debtor and others, in proceedings supplementary to execution, 
was properly made under the provisions of C. S., 721. 

8. Same—Execution. 


Where, upon the plaintiff’s affidavit, the clerk finds as a fact that 
execution under the judgment had been issued, in proceedings supple- 
mentary to execution, it is sufficient to sustain his order in that respect 
for the examination of the defendant and others, etc., which the lack of 
the return of the execution does not affect. 

9. Same—Property Available. 


Objection that the plaintiff, in proceedings supplementary to execution, 
has not shown, in support of the order to examine the defendant and 
others, that the defendant had no other property, etc., cannot be sustained 
when this averment is made in the plaintiff’s affidavit, without denial. 
Bank v. Burns, 109 N. C., 105, cited and approved. 


AppEAL by defendant from Lyon, J., at chambers in Elizabethtown, 
30 December, 1921. 

In this action the plaintiffs recovered judgment for $7,690, with 
interest, as the purchase price in a contract to purchase certain land. 
The judgment was declared to be a specific lien upon the land described 
in the complaint, and a commissioner was appointed to sell the land and 
report to the court, and there were directions in the judgment as to the 
application of the proceeds of the sale. 
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The land was sold at public auction on 21 November, 1921, and was 
bid off at the price of &7,000, but the purchaser, a colored man, being 
insolvent and unable to comply with his bid, the property was again 
offered for sale several times, and was finally sold for $5,500, and one 
of the commissioners, who was also attorney for the defendant, reported 
to the court that “said price is fair and reasonable.” 

On 25 November, 1921, execution was issued and placed in the hands 
of the sheriff, which the clerk finds as a fact, and he further finds, upon 
affidavit, “the recovery of above judgment of $7,690, with interest from 
5 January, 1921; that the judgment had been docketed; that execution 
had been issued thereon and placed in the hands of the sheriff of Cum- 
berland, where the defendant resided; that the property upon which the 
plaintiff had a lien was insufficient in value to satisfy the judgment; 
that there was no known property of the defendant that is liable to 
execution, and no equitable estate in lands within the lien of the judg- 
ment; but that defendant has property, choses in action, and other things 
of value not exempt from execution, which he unjustly refuses to apply 
toward the satisfaction of said judgment; that C. G. Rose and C. J. 
Cooper have property of the said W. E. McGill which exceeds in value 
$10.00, and consists of cash and securities; and that they are indebted 
to the said McGill.” The clerk thereupon issued an order for examina- 
tion of McGill, Rose, and Cooper, directing them to appear before him 
to answer concerning the property of the defendant W. E. McGill, and 
restraining any transfer, etc., of the property. 

The defendants McGill, Rose, and Cooper all failed to file answer, and, 
after examination of said Rose and Cooper, the court, after finding that 
plaintiffs had secured judgment, and that the lands upon which plaintiffs 
had a lien were insufficient to satisfy the same, and that execution was 
issued on said judgment and plaintiffs had filed the necessary affidavits, 
further finds as a fact that C. G. Rose has in his hands $4,300 which is 
the property of W. E. McGill, and after allowing $500 as his personal 
property exemption, adjudged that the sum of $3,800 now in the hands 
of the said C. G. Rose be condemned to be applied to the plaintiff’s 
judgment in this action, and ordered that the said Rose should ‘at once 
pay the same into the court to await the sale and confirmation of the 
land upon which the plaintiffs have a specific lien in this action, and 
retained the cause for further orders. The defendant appealed, and the 
entire record was transmitted to Lyon, J., at the request of the appellant 
and by consent of the appellees, the defendant’s counsel having appeared 
by brief, the court “considered and adjudged that the judgment 
of the clerk is hereby affirmed with the modification that said sum of 
$3,800 be held by said clerk subject to the further orders of this court, 
and this cause is retained for further orders.” The settlement of the 
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case on appeal having been delayed, certiorari was applied for in apt 
time, and ordered to bring up this judgment which had been entered in 
the supplementary proceedings. 


H. L. Brothers and Henry E. Williams for plainttffs. 
Rose & Rose for defendant. 


Crark, C. J. The judgment at September Term, 1921, was a final 
judgment, the debt being ascertained and foreclosure by sale being 
adjudged. Johnson v. Roberson, 171 N. C., 194; Davis v. Pierce, 167 
N. C., 185; Williams v. McFadyen, 145 N. C., 157. In this last case, 
Mr. Justice Hoke said: “Such judgment is final as to the amount of 
indebtedness so adjudicated, and it is also final for purposes of appeal 
as to all debated and litigated questions between the parties preceding 
such decree.” 

The appeal not having been served in proper time, a certiorari in lieu 
thereof was applied for in apt time and granted upon cause shown. 
This necessarily brings up only the order in the supplementary proceed- 
ings, there being no exception taken to the judgment upon the indebted- 
ness. Indeed, the exceptions filed by the defendant abandon any appeal, 
if there had been any, from the judgment as to the indebtedness and 
excepts only to the order in the supplementary proceedings. 

C. S., 668, provides: ‘Where a judgment requires the payment of 
money, it may be enforced in those respects by execution as provided in 
this article.’ A long line of cases hold that, “The vendor has two 
remedies that he may adopt to collect his debt—one in personam, to 
compel the vendee to pay it—the other in rem, to subject the land to its 
payment, and he may prosecute both these remedies at the same time.” 
Allen v. Taylor, 96 N. C., 87. 

The judgment in this action decrees that plaintiff “reeover judgment 
against the defendant W. E. McGill for the sum of $7,690, with interest 
from 5 January, 1921, and for the cost of this action.” 

Tt appeared that the defendant had no property liable to execution, 
and no equitable estate in lands within the len of the judgment except 
the real property described in the complaint, and that this was insuffi- 
cient in value to satisfy the judgment. In McKeithan v. Walker, 66 
N. C., 95, it was said: “We see no reason why the proceedings given 
by section 266 may not be commenced before the sale of the property 
levied on, on an affidavit or other proof of its insufficient value, just as a 
subsequent levy may be made after a previous insuflicient one; but 
clearly no final order can be made appropriating to the creditor any 
property discovered under this section, until the property previously 
levied on is exhausted, for until that is done it cannot be known whether 
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anything is still owing. Until the property levied on can be brought to 
sale by a proper proceeding, the property discovered by the garnishee 
may be levied upon as a security for the deficiency.” This is exactly 
the proceeding pursued in this case. The clerk’s order required the 
money to be paid into the court, to await the sale and confirmation as 
to the land upon which plaintiffs have a specific lien, as security. 

The defendant’s attorney, one of the commissioners, having reported 
to the court that $5,500, the price for which it had been sold, was a fair 
and reasonable one for said land, it was confirmed by the court, which 
sustained the finding of fact by the clerk that the land was of insufficient 
value to satisfy the judgment. A plaintiff who has a lien upon lands 
which he knows to be of insufficient value to satisfy his judgment is not 
required to stand helplessly by and see the defendant make way with a 
fund which could make good the deficiency in the value of the land while 
the statute of limitations was running against his judgment, as stated in 
McCaskill v. McKinnon, 121 N. C., 194. Both as a matter of law and 
of equity the execution and supplementary proceedings were properly 
had in this case. 

The appellant’s argument seems to be based upon the mistaken im- 
pression that the supplementary proceedings herein were brought under 
C. S., 711. In fact, they are authorized by C. S., 712 and 719, and 
under the construction placed thereon in Bank v, Burns, 109 N. C., 105, 
in which the headnote sustains the action herein taken: “An affidavit 
by a judgment creditor, his agent, or attorney, that an execution has been 
issued upon his judgment, though it has not been returned, and that 
defendant has not sufficient property ‘subject to execution’ to satisfy the 
judgment, but has property ‘not exempted from execution’ which he 
unjustly refuses to apply to its satisfaction, is sufficient to support an 
order for the examination of the debtor, and persons alleged to be in- 
debted to him; and, also, an order forbidding the disposition, by the 
latter, of any effects belonging to the judgment debtor,” distinguishing 
Hinsdale v. Sinclaar, 83 N. C., 338. 

The order of examination haying been authorized by law as above 
stated, the order of condemnation made by the clerk was within the 
scope of C. S., 721, which provides: “The court may order any prop- 
erty, whether subject or not, to be sold under execution, in the hands of 
the judgment debtor or any other person to be applied towards the 
satisfaction of the judgment.” 

The defendant contends that the execution was never placed in the 
hands of the sheriff, but that contention 1s negatived by the affidavit of 
plaintiffs in support of the order of examination, which states that the 
execution was duly issued and at once delivered to the sheriff of the 
county of Cumberland, where the defendant then resided, and the clerk 


220 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 


BANK v. WEST. 


found as a fact that execution had been issued upon said judgment. 
The lack of return of execution 1s not conclusive against such finding, 
for after its issuance it might have been handed to the party or to his 
agent. McKeithan v. Blue, 149 N.C., 95. 

The defendant further contends that it might be that the defendant 
has other property out of which this execution could have been made, but 
this is negatived by the affidavit of plaintiffs in support of the order of 
examination, which 1s not denied, and there was no evidence produced 
that the defendant had other property. Bank v. Burns, 109 N. C., 105, 
in which the affidavit was to the same purport. 

The order of the clerk, as modified by Lyon, J., must be 

Affirmed. 





BANK OF PROCTORVILLE vy. DR. G. H. WEST. 
(Filed 25 October, 1922.) 


1. Banks and Banking—Cashier—Principal and Agent—-Deposits—Over- 
drafts. 


Where a cashier of a bank, in his individual capacity, and for his own 
private use, purchases an automobile and promises to deposit the purchase 
price to the seller’s credit at the bank, to meet his draft therefor; but the 
cashier fails to make the deposit and carries the amount on the books of 
the bank as an overdraft of the seller, and this is done without the knowl- 
edge of the directors or other proper officers of the bank: Held, the 
seller is responsible, on the failure of the cashier to make the deposit as 
promised, for the amount of his overdraft in an action by the bank. 


2. Same—Want of Authority—Knowledge Imputed. 


Knowledge of a transaction by a cashier of a bank made with a de- 
positor for the ecashier’s sole benefit against the interest of the bank 
will not be imputed to the bank, and the bank will not be bound thereby 
in the absence of actual Knowledge. 


8. Banks and Banking—Overdrafts—Notice—Knowledge of Depositors—~ 
Notice Imputed—Principal and Agent—-Antagonistic Interests. 


A cashier of a bank cannot bind the bank by permitting a depositor to 
overdraw his account for the sole personal interest of the cashier, for the 
agent’s interest is antagonistic to that of his principal. The depositor is 
affected with knowledge of the status of his own account with the bank 
and the fact that the bank fails to notify him of the overdraft cannot 
defeat the latter’s recovery upon the overdraft, even if taere is no fraud. 


AppraL by plaintiff from Connor, J., at April Term, 1922, of 
RoBEson. 
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EB. J. Britt and McIntyre, Lawrence & Proctor for plaintiff. 
McLean, Varser, McLean & Stacy and 8. Brown Shepherd for de- 
fendant. 


Crarx, C. J. A jury trial was waived, and this case was submitted 
on facts agreed: On 28 May, 1920, N. C. Blue, cashier of the plaintiff 
bank, in his private capacity as an individual, and for his individual 
uses and purposes, purchased an automobile from the defendant at the 
price of $540. Blue instructed West, who was a customer of the bank, 
to draw a check upon the bank for the purchase price, and promised 
that when it was presented he, Blue, would deposit sufficient funds to 
the credit of the seller in the said bank to make the draft good. Pur- 
suant to this agreement, West drew his check upon the plaintiff bank, 
which was duly charged to his account, but Blue failed to place funds to 
the credit of West to meet the same when presented and paid, but simply 
charged up the amount on West’s account, creating an overdraft for the 
whole amount. 

This action is brought by the bank to recover said overdraft of $540. 
None of the officers or directors of plaintiff bank had any knowledge 
whatever of any of the transactions. In October, 1920, about four 
months after the above transaction, on an examination of the bank by 
the officers of the State Banking Department, it was discovered that 
cashier Blue was a defaulter for a large amount, and he was removed. 
No notice was given to West of the overdraft until after the removal 
of Blue as cashier, because the other officers and directors of the bank 
had no knowledge of the overdraft. Upon ascertaining the fact, a 
demand was made upon the defendant for payment of the overdraft, and 
refused, and this action was brought. Blue was insolvent when he pur- 
chased the automobile, and is still insolvent. He was the only salaried 
officer connected with the bank. 

Independent of the purchase of the automobile, and the other circum- 
stances mentioned, the defendant is liable to the bank for payment of 
the overdraft by him. The fact that the cashier had promised to put a 
sum there to meet it, which was not done, does not affect the fact that the 
defendant has gotten $540 in money from the bank by the overdraft, and 
his liability therefor. If the promise had been carried out by the 
cashier actually putting the money of the bank to the credit of West, the 
cashier would have been guilty of embezzlement in applying $540 of the 
money entrusted to his care and custody and converting it to his own use, 
an offense for which the doors of the penitentiary would have swung 
open. As he failed to so place the money, either his own or of the bank, 
it was simply a case where the cashier promised, as any other person 
could have promised, to place a sum to the credit of the drawer of the 
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check and did not do so. The liability of the drawer to the bank is due 
to the fact that he has gotten $540 of the bank’s money by means of an 
overdraft, for which the drawer is responsible to the bank, and it was 
his misfortune that he accepted the assurance of Blue that he would 
place that much money to his credit. 

West knew, as a matter of course, that the transaction in effect was 
that the cashier, without any authority from the bank, was to loan him 
$540 without any note or security given by him to the bank, and without 
payment of interest. He knew that the cashier had no authority to 
make such transaction, and he sold the automobile to him for the sake 
of the profit in such sale, relying upon the promise of Blue to place 
money in the bank to the defendant’s credit, which promise the cashier 
did not keep. The failure to do so was the loss of the defendant, and 
not the loss of the bank, for the cashier had no authority to use the 
bank’s funds for his own purposes. Even if, as cashier, he had actually 
paid the check of the bank in the utmost good faith, it was none the 
less an overdraft, for which West was indebted to the bank. The 
cashier’s promise to West to make it good in no wise released West from 
payment of the overdraft when the cashier failed to plece the money to 
the credit of the drawer. This case is almost identical with that of 
Grady v. Bank, ante, 158. 

In Dowd v. Stephenson, 105 N. C., 467, the Court held that when 
the president of a bank authorized a transaction to pay debts due by 
himself, though with the knowledge of the cashier of the bank, it was 
no defense, the Court saying that the president and officers of the bank 
other than the directors, have no authority to appropriate its moneys. 
As said in that case, “The defendant got the benefit of tae bank’s money 
in a way not authorized or intended by it, and very certainly it can 
recover that money by proper action,” citing Moss on Banking, sec. 360, 
and cases. 

The agreement between the cashier, Blue, and the defendant West 
was a fraud upon the plaintiff bank, and it can recover the amount of 
an overdraft created as the result of such fraudulent agreement. 

In Hier v. Miller, 68 Kansas, 258; S. c., 68 L. R. A., 952, it was held: 
“The cashier of a bank has no implied authority to pay his individual 
debts by entering the amount of them as a credit upon the pass-book of 
his creditor, who keeps an account with the bank, and permitting the 
creditor to exhaust such account by checks which are paid, the bank 
having received nothing of value in the transaction. If the cashier of 
a bank, without actual authority to do so, should undertake to pay his 
individual debts in the manner stated, the bank may recover of his 
creditor the amount of money it paid out upon the faith of the unau- 
thorized pass-book entries. The fact that the cashier is personally in- 
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terested in a transaction of this character is sufficient to put the creditor 
upon inquiry as to the actual extent of the cashier’s powers.” In Cobe 
v. Hardware Co., 31 L. R. A. (N. S.), 1126, it was said: “Devlin and 
the cashier, acting in connivance with him, could no more appropriate 
the funds of the bank to pay the individual debts of Devlin without the 
sanction of the board of directors than could the cashier of the bank in 
the cited case, and it was incumbent upon the appellee, as it was upon 
the creditor in that case, to inquire whether the officers of the bank were 
acting within the scope of their authority.” 

In Bank v. Wilson, 124 N. C., 568, it was said: “The alleged agree- 
ment was beyond the scope of the agency of the cashier, and without 
consideration, and therefore void. . . . <A cashier cannot, without 
express authority, take in payment of a note a mere verbal assignment 
of an intangible interest in another note already held by another bank 
as collateral.” 

The decision in Dowd v. Stephenson, supra, 1s fully sustained by the 
following authorities: Notes to 1 A. L. R., 699; notes to 31 L. R. A. 
(N. S.), 1126, supra; Bank v. Gunhus, 9 L. R. A. (N. 8.), 471; Bank 
v. Otterbach, 181 Iowa, 160; Lanylow v. Gragnon, 123 Louisiana, 453; 
Campbell v. Bank, 67 N. J. L., 801; Bank v. Drake, 29 Kansas, 311; 
Bank v. Bank, 95 U.S., 557; Bank v. Lennon, 170 N. C., 10. 

The agreement was a fraud upon the plaintiff bank, and the knowledge 

of Blue, the conniving cashier, will not be imputed to the bank. Roper 
v. Ins. Co., 161 N. C., 157, where it 1s said: “The rule that notice to 
an agent is notice to the principal being based upon the presumption 
that the agent will transmit his knowledge to his principal, the rule fails 
when the circumstances are such as to raise a clear presumption that the 
agent will not perform this duty, and, accordingly, where the agent is 
engaged in the transaction in which he is interested adversely to his 
principal, or is engaged in a scheme to defraud the latter, the principal 
is not charged with the knowledge of the agent acquired therein. 
This principle of imputed knowledge does not apply when it goala 
be against the interest of the agent to make the disclosure.” To the 
same purport, Commission v. Bank, 164 N. C., 858; Brite v. Penny, 157 
N. C., 110; Bank v. School Committee, 118 N. C., 383; Bank v. Bur- 
gwyn, 110 N. C., 267. 

The fact that no notice was given to the defendant West of the exist- 
ence of the overdraft until some time after the draft was cashed does 
not prevent the plaintiff from recovery. It would not have this effect 
even in cases where there was no fraud, for the liability to the bank for 
the overdraft arises upon the obligation to pay money had and received, 
but in this case it is admitted in the facts agreed that none of the officers 
or directors of the plaintiff bank, except the guilty cashier, had any 
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knowledge or notice of the transactions between the cashier and the 
defendant West until some four months after the draft was cashed, and 
that immediately upon discovery of the facts, notice was given to the 
defendant and demand for payment made. Even when there is the 
utmost good faith, there is no authority nor principle which sustains 
the proposition that unless the bank promptly notifies a depositor of the 
existence of an overdraft that it cannot recover the amount thereof from 
the customer. The customer is fixed with knowledge of the condition 
of his account as fully as the bank, and has the same knowledge that he 
has overdrawn his account. 

As was said by us at this term, upon a similar statement of facts, in 
Grady v. Bank, ante, 158, citing Hier v. Miller, 68 L. R. A., 952, supra, 
the mere fact that the cashier was personally interested in the trans- 
action was sufficient to put the creditor upon inquiry. 

Upon the facts agreed, judgment should have been entered in favor of 
the plaintiff. 

Reversed. 





W. E. BYRD anv K. U. BRYAN, Trading as BYRD & BRYAN, ET AL. 
v. GEORGIA CASUALTY COMPANY. 


(Filed 25 October, 1922.) 


i. Insurance—Accident—Indemnity—Risks Covered. 


A policy indemnifying the owner against loss on account of injuries 
received by a workman while engaged in the erection of a building covers 
only accidents occurring in the work described, and cannot be construed to 
apply to those incurred in the process but not described in the application, 
or within the terms of the policy; and an injury to a workman caused by 
the tearing down of a dividing wall between an old building and an 
addition thereto, the latter only being the one covered by the policy, does 
not come within the terms of the policy expressly excluding injuries 
received in wreckage. 


2. Actions—Attorney and Client—Attorney’s Fees—Costs—Appeal and 
Error. 


The recovery of counsel fees for the prosecution of an action is not 
permissible. Sembdle, if otherwise, a finding would be necessary on appeal 
that the fees thus claimed were reasonable for the services rendered by 
the counsel. 


Apprat by J. R. Cannady, surviving partner of Gibson & Cannady, 
plaintiff, from Damels, J., at March Term, 1922, of DurHam. 

This case was heard by Daniels, /., upon agreed facts. The only 
parties before the court are J. R..Cannady, surviving partner of the 
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firm of Gibson & Cannady, and the defendant company. The defendant 
insured the plaintiff Gibson & Cannady against loss arising on account 
of injuries suffered, including death resulting therefrom, at any time by 
any employee of the assured in the operation of the work described in 
the statements attached to said policy and agreed to defend any suit 
therefor on behalf of the assured, and to pay all expenses, legal and 
otherwise, incurred by the company in defending such suit. Judgment 
for defendant, appeal by plaintiff. 


William G. Bramham for plaintiff. 
Fuller, Reade & Fuller for defendant. 


CrarK, C. J. One Potts, an employee of Gibson & Cannady, was 
injured by the falling of a wall, and instituted an action against them 
and the owners of the building; the defendant insurance company denied 
liability for the injury, and refused to defend the suit brought by Potts, 
alleging that the injury was not sustained in the work which was within 
the terms of the policy. The policy specified that the injury insured 
against was any which should occur in “the erection of any building, 
including foundations.” The construction described was “an addition to 
their store building, known as the old Phipps building,” three stories in 
height, which was to be placed in the rear of such building attached to 
it, but at the time of the collapse of the wall, which resulted in the injury 
to Potts, the work which was being carried on was not on the addition, 
but in tearing down a partition wall in the old building, and not in the 
part covered by the contract, which specified insurance against injuries 
sustained in the “erection of any building,” and the policy provided that 
no wrecking was to be done, 

The agreed statement of facts sets out that the injury sustained “was 
in removing the brick partition wall heretofore mentioned on the first 
floor of the old Phipps building in order to convert two storerooms 
above mentioned into one storeroom. A steel pillar had been set at the 
end of said wall in front of said building, and a steel pillar had been 
set about the middle of said wall, and a steel pillar at the rear of said 
partition wall; steel pillars were to be installed to support said building, 
and to incorporate said two storerooms into one.” The work which was 
being done at that time was wrecking and not construction. The old 
Phipps building consisted of two stores, which it was the desire of the 
owners to convert into one by removing the brick partition wall. In 
order to do this they were demolishing that partition wall, and this was 
the cause of the collapse of the building. The agreement in the policy 
that no wrecking must be done was violated, and the work specified in 
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the terms of the policy, “the erection of frame, brick, and concrete 
buildings,” was not the work which was being done at the time of the 
injury to Potts, nor was he engaged in such work. 

Where a policy insures against claims for damages by reason of 
Injuries incurred by employecs in certain designated operations, it cannot 
be extended to inelude claims for injuries happening tc employees while 
engaged in work other than that specified. A policy issued to indemnify 
against injuries caused by ecrtain things used in a particular business, 
and described in the application, covers only accidents occurring in such 
deseribed work, and docs not cover those occurring in work or acts which 
may be employed in the process but not described in the application, 
15 Cye., 1037. Wollman v. Fidelity Co., 87 Mo. App., 677. 

In addition to seeking to recover one-half of the amount paid to 
satisfy the judgment recovered by Potts against the original plaintiffs in 
this suit, the appellant Cannady is seeking to recover $500, the amount 
paid to his attorney for his services in connection with the Potts suit, 
and also to recover a reasonable allowance for attorney’s fees for prose- 
cuting this action. 

There is no finding of fact, nor agreement, that the $500 paid to the 
counsel for the appellant was reasonable, nor is there any finding or 
agreement as to what his services consisted of. In the absence of a 
finding or agreement that $500 was a reasonable fee for the services 
rendered by plaintiff’s counsel, plaintiff is not entitlecl to recover any- 
thing on that account. 

Counsel fees in this action cannot be allowed as a part of the costs. 
This action is not different from any other. The defendant had the legal 
right to contest plaintiff’s claim, and it has done so in good faith, and 
cannot be required to pay the fee referred to. Midgett v. Vann, 158 
N. C., 128. 

If Potts had been engaged in the work which the policy covered, 
namely, “the construction of the addition to the old Phipps building,” 
he would not have been injured. The parties agreed that the defendant 
should not be liable for injuries occurring elsewhere, and its terms 
cannot be enlarged or extended. He was not erecting the building 
referred to in the policy, but on the contrary, was engaged in wrecking 
a portion of the old building, which was not within the terms of the 
contract of indemnity. 

No error. 
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LEAKSVILLE COTTON MILLS v. COMMISSIONERS OF ROCKINGHAM 
COUNTY ET AL. 


(Filed 25 October, 1922.) 


1. Highways—County Commissioners—Notice to Owner-——Principal and 
Agent—Roads. 


One who has an agent present before the board of county commissioners 
resisting the relocation of a county highway upon his lands has notice, 
implied from the agency, of the action of the board in taking his addi- 
tional lands in determining the matter contrary to his contentions, 


2. Highways—County Commissioners—Discretionary Powers, 


The judgment of the county commissioners in taking the land of one 
adjoining owner in preference to that of another in relocating and widen- 
ing a highway will not be reviewed by the courts, unless bad faith or 
manifest abuse of discretion has been established, or it is clearly made to 
appear that the commissioners have acted in the promotion of some per- 
sonal or private end, and not in the interest of the public. 


8. Same—Injunction—Evidence. 

Where the plaintiff seeks injunctive relief against the commissioners of 
the county for taking additional land from him in the location of a public 
highway, and alleges that the commissioners have acted solely in the 
interest of an adjoining owner, which the commissioners deny, and there 
is no evidence to support the plaintiff’s allegation, it is insufficient in 
impeachment of the action of the board, and a permanent injunction 
should be denied. 


4, Same—Contracts. 

Where the board of county commissioners, acting within their sound 
discretion and for the public interest, have determined upon widening a 
public highway, in its relocation, so as to take in an additional width of 
the plaintiff’s land, injunctive relief will not be granted the plaintiff upon 
the ground that it had entered on a contract with the commissioners, upon 
a consideration that the road should be located at a certain place when 
there is nothing in the contract to sustain such contentions, or to limit the 
powers of the board accordingly. 


5. Same—Surveyor—Principal and Agent. 


The county engineer has no implied authority from the board of county 
commissioners, by virtue of his position, to bind it in the exercise of its 
reasonable discretion as to relocation or widening a county highway. 


Apprat by plaintiff from Harding, J., at chambers, 30 March, 1922, 
from RockIncHaM. 

Civil action to restrain the defendants from relocating a public road 
and thus taking approximately five feet of plaintiff’s property, in alleged 
violation of the following contract: 

“Whereas, the county of Rockingham has ordered the road from the 
canal bridge at the Danville and Western Railroad, near the Imperial 
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Bank and Trust Company building, in the town of Spray, to Dillon’s 
store in said town, said road known as the Morgan Ford road, to be 
rebuilt, regraded, and paved with sheet asphalt, as per specifications of 
the county engineer; the said order being made upon conditions that 
the undersigned corporations, to wit, the Spray Water Power and Land 
Company and Leaksville Cotton Mills pay one-half of the cost of said 
work, and the said corporations having consented and agreed to Jo this: 

“Therefore, this agreement made and entered into this 21 October, 
1921, for and in consideration of the foregoing premises, the Spray 
Water Power and Land Company, a corporation duly chartered, and the 
Leaksville Cotton Mills, a corporation duly chartered, do hereby con- 
tract and agree with the county of Rockingham that if said county will 
proceed at once with the regrading and paving the said road in the 
manner as above set forth, that they will pay one-half of the cost thereof. 
The same to be paid as called for upon the estimates of the county engi- 
neer as the work on said road progresses. 

Spray Water Power anp Lanp Company, 
By E. V. Hobbs, Asst. Treasurer. 
LeaksvittE Cotron MItts, 
By E. V. Hobbs, Asst. Treasurer.” 


The road as originally located had the effect of closing the only drive- 
way or outlet to the mill property of the Leaksville Woolen Mills, 
situate on the opposite side of the road from the plaintiff’s property, and 
this was ordered to be changed on 9 November, as follows: 

“At a special meeting of the board of county commissioners at Spray, 
the following members present: R. B. Chance, chairman; M. L. Heiner, 
James R. Martin, and R. J. Martin. It was ordered that the road 
between the Leaksville Cotton Mills and the Leaksville Woolen Mills be 
narrowed so as not to interfere with the present driveway of the Leaks- 
ville Woolen Mills.” 

Later, after again viewing the premises, the commissioners came to 
the conclusion that the road, as laid out by the engineer and as modified 
by the order of the board on 9 November, was not wide enough, either 
from the standpoint of service or safety, and at a meeting of the board 
on 5 December, 1921, the following resolution was passed: 

“On motion of M. L. Heiner, seconded by R. J. Martin, it was ordered 
to make the street 5 feet wider opposite the drive of the Leaksville 
Woolen Mills, and on the side of the Leaksville Cotton Mills office in 
Spray, N. C.” 

In order to circumvent this resolution, C. R. McIver, who was acting 
for the plaintiff in the matter, at an early hour on the morning of 
6 December, 192), constructed an embankment on the side of the Leaks- 
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ville Woolen Mills, and this was ordered removed in the case of Woolen 
Mills v. Land Co., 183 N. C., 511. See this case, also, for fuller state- 
ment of the facts. 

On 6 March, 1922, the board passed a resolution ordering the con- 
tractor to go forward with the construction of the road at the point 
where it passes the property of the Leaksville Woolen Mills and the 
Leaksville Cotton Mills, and to construct it “five feet wider than the 
concrete just laid on the east side of said road where it passes said 
Leaksville Woolen Mills, beginning and ending at such point on the east 
side thereof as will make a proper road, and it shall be constructed on 
the west side thereof without interference with the driveway of the 
Leaksville Woolen Mills as it was when said road was first ordered built 
with asphalt.” This order precipitated the present suit, summons hay- 
ing been issued 7 March, and the plaintiff seeks to enjoin the defendants 
from taking its property for the alleged reason that same would now be 
in violation of the above contract. The temporary restraining order 
was dissolved, and plaintiff appealed. 


Brooks, Hines & Smith for plaintrff. 
Manly, Hendren & Womble for commissioners. 
Johnston, Ivie & Trotter for construction company. 


Stacy, J., after stating the case: The general authority of the com- 
missioners of a county to condemn land for road purposes is found in 
C.S., 3667. The plaintiff in the instant case had knowledge of the order 
directing the contractor to take the five feet of land in question, as its 
agent, C. R. McIver, was present at the meeting of the board on 5 Decem- 
ber, 1921. The building of the road, in violation of this decision of 
the board of county commissioners, has been properly arrested. Woolen 
Mills v. Land Co., 183 N. C., 511. 

The judgment of the commissioners, with respect to the location and 
construction of the instant road, and particularly the determination of 
the board to take the land of the Leaksville Cotton Mills rather than 
glose the only driveway or outlet to the property of the Leaksville 
Woolen Mills, will not be reviewed by the courts, unless bad faith or a 
manifest abuse of discretion has been established, or unless it is clearly 
made to appear that the commissioners have acted, not in the interest of 
the public, but in promotion of some personal or private end. Edwards 
v. Comrs., 170 N. C., 451, and cases there cited. 

True, the complaint alleges that several members of the board of 
commissioners are acting solely in the interest of the Leaksville Woolen 
Mills, but this is specifically denied by the individual members of the 
board, and the record is wanting in any sufficient evidence to support the 
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charge. The chairman of the board, who took Meclver’s view of these 
matters in the case of Woolen Mills v. Land Co., supra, 1s now acting in 
entire accord with the other members of the board in the present con- 
troversy. 

The above general propositions are not controverted by the plaintiff, 
but it says the defendants are now proceeding in violation of their con- 
tract to locate the road “as per specifications of the county engineer.” 
It is alleged that the location, as originally proposed, had been surveyed 
and staked out by the engineer at the time of the signing of the contract, 
and that such became a part of the inducement and consideration for its 
execution. This is denied by each and every member of the board of 
commissioners. They say there was no agreement for any particular 
location of the road, and that nothing was said in the negotiations point- 
ing to this end. 

But it is further alleged that the county engineer and C. R. Melver, 
prior to the execution of the contract with the commissioners, had an 
understanding as to the precise location of the road. This was not 
known to the commissioners, and it is denied that the county engineer 
was authorized to enter into any such agreement on behalf of the county 
or the commissioners. 

Upon the record, plaintiff has failed to make out a case calling for 
injunctive relief; and we think the judgment dissolving the temporary 
restraining order should be upheld. 

Affirmed. 





RAY HENDERSON vy. J. L. FORREST anp SARAH FORREST; anp J. L. 
FORREST anp SARAH FORREST vy. B. F. HAGOOD, RAY HENDERSON, 
AND HAGOOD REALTY COMPANY. 


(Filed 18 October, 1922.) 


1. Actions—Consolidation—Courts. 


During the pendency in the same court of two causes of action that 
involve practically the same issues, the court may consolidate them if this 
can be done without confusion or prejudice to the right of any party to 
either action, and under the facts appearing in these cases, they were not 
improperly consolidated. 


2. Contracts, Written—Evidence—Parol Evidence. 


Where a contract is not required to be in writing by the statute of 
frauds, and is partly written and partly rests in parol, evidence of the 
unwritten part is permissible, if it does not contradict the written part, to 
establish the contract in its entirety. 
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8. Same—Collateral Agreements—Principal and Agent. 


Where a real estate agency has taken an option on the plaintiff’s lands, 
it may be shown by parol that as a part of the consideration for the 
option, the agency would pay off a certain note given by the plaintiff to 
another, before maturity, either by exercising this option themselves or 
making sales to another as the plaintiff's agent, the consideration being 
sufficient to support both the principal and collateral contract. 


4. Same—Statute of Frauds. 

Where the optionee in a written option to purchase lands has agreed by 
parol either to take the land within the time required, and pay off an 
obligation of the owner, or sell the same to another with the same result, 
the parol or collateral agreement does not come within the meaning of the 
statute of frauds, and is enforceable. 

5. Same. 


The two individual defendants composed the defendant realty company. 
The plaintiff entered into a written contract with the realty company, 
giving it an option to purchase his certain lands within a stated time, 
which it did not exercise, and there was evidence tending to show that 
the plaintiff had bought through the said realty company a tract of land 
it had for sale for another, that he had received the deed therefor and 
executed his note to the seller, secured by a deed in trust: Held, parol 
evidence was competent, in the plaintiff's behalf, tending to show, as 
against the realty company, that the realty company, at the time of the 
execution of the note, had warranted that it should be paid out of the 
proceeds of the sale of the plaintiff’s land, upon which they had taken the 
option, the parol evidence not being within the meaning of the statute of 
frauds or contradicting or varying the terms of the written contract. 


AprreaL by realty company from Cranmer, J., at February Term, 
1922, of CRAVEN. 

On 17 December, 1920, Ray Henderson brought suit against J. L. 
Forrest and his wife Sarah to recover $6,500 due on a promissory note 
for this amount, executed to him 29 April, 1920, and on 25 January, 
1921, he made Herman D. Forrest and Howard L. Forrest, sons of J. L. 
Forrest, defendants, and alleged that their father had conveyed to them 
certain real estate with intent to defraud the plaintiff, and that they 
had participated in the fraud. On 31 January, 1921, J. L. Forrest and 
his wife instituted suit against Ray Henderson, B. F. Hagood, and the 
Hagood Realty Company (a copartnership composed of Henderson and 
Hagood), and alleged in their complaint that H. W. Armstrong had 
given the realty company an option on a tract of land in No. 8 Town- 
ship, and the realty company had contracted to sell it to Forrest at the 
price of $31,000; that Forrest owned a farm in No. 1 Township of the 
value of $20,000, and the defendants contracted to see that Forrest was 
paid $19,500 for his farm if he would purchase the Armstrong land, and 
that the price offered him should go in part payment for the Armstrong 
tract. Forrest alleged that Armstrong executed and, through the realty 
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company, delivered to him a deed for the tract in Nc. 8 Township on 
8 May, 1920, and he executed notes and a deed of trust to secure the 
purchase price, and that the note in suit was executed to enable the 
realty company to make the first payment to Armstrong, and was not 
to be paid by Forrest, but by the realty company out of the sale of the 
Forrest land. Forrest alleged that these representations were made by 
the realty company through Henderson and Hagood, and that he and 
his wife were thereby induced to execute the note in question. Hender- 
son alleged that the realty company had no connection with the purchase 
or sale of the Armstrong land, but the trade was made with Henderson 
alone; that Armstrong demanded a payment of $5,000 cash, and Forrest, 
not having the money, executed the note for $6,500 to pay this amount, 
and Henderson’s profits for negotiating the sale, and instructed Hender- 
son to have the note discounted at the bank; and that Armstrong ac- 
cepted this payment and executed his deed to Forrest. In answer to the 
issues submitted, the jury found that the note in controversy was not to 
be paid out of the purchase price of the Forrest land; that Forrest and 
his wife were indebted to Henderson on said note in the sum of $6,000, 
that the deed from Forrest to his sons was made with intent to defeat 
Henderson’s claim, and the grantees accepted the deed with notice of 
the fraud; that the realty company guaranteed to purchase or sell the 
Forrest land at the price of $19,500, and that Forrest was entitled to 
recover of the realty company the sum of $4,000. 
Judgment; appeal by the realty company. 


Guion & Guion for appellee. 
Moore & Dunn for appellant. 


Apams, J. All the issues, except the fifth and the sixth, were an- 
swered by the jury in favor of the appellants, and several of the excep- 
tions relating to these two present the same question. For this reason 
the merits of the controversy do not require extended discussion. 

The appellants first except to the order consolidating the cases on the 
ground that such consolidation resulted in confusion which was preju- 
dicial to the appellants, and that the court had no authority to make 
the order. In Hartman v. Spiers, 87 N. C., 28, it is held that the con- 
solidation of actions is not authorized where they are essentially unlike, 
and the parties in each are not the same; and, in Wilder v. Greene, 172 
N. C., 94, it is said that the power to consolidate acticns is one that is 
often required in order that different suits involving practically the same 
issues may be joined, where it can be done without sericus prejudice, for 
the purpose of preventing confusion and a conflict in verdicts. We 
think the principles stated in the latter case are applicable here. It is 
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admitted that the realty company, at the time the note in controversy 
was executed, was a copartnership composed of Henderson and Hagood. 
In their complaint, Forrest and his wife allege that the note for $6,500 
was executed for the purpose of enabling the realty company to make 
the first payment on-the purchase price of the Armstrong land under 
the company’s option; and in his complaint Henderson alleges that the 
note was executed to himself, and that the realty company had no 
connection with or interest in the negotiations for the purchase of the 
Armstrong tract. It therefore appears, according to the appellee’s con- 
tentions, that the actions were pending in the same court, at the same 
time, between the same parties, and that they involved substantially the 
same subject-matter, and that service of process on the grantees named 
in the appellee’s alleged fraudulent conveyance was ancillary to the main 
cause of action. The issues were framed to meet the contentions of all 
the parties, and the fact that several of them were answered against the 
appellee is not legal cause for holding that the consolidation was either 
unauthorized or improvident. Sumner v. Staton, 151 N. C., 203; Mor- 
rison v. Baker, 81 N. C., 76; Glenn v. Bank, 70 N. C., 192. 

On the day the note was given, Forrest and his wife executed a written 
instrument giving the realty company an option to purchase the Vance- 
boro land on or before 15 December, 1920, upon paying the purchase 
price, namely, $19,000, of which $5,000 was to be paid in cash and the 
remainder in three years, the deferred payments to be secured by a mort- 
gage on the land. This instrument, executed under seal by Forrest and 
his wife for a valuable consideration, contains the following stipulations: 
“Tt is understood and agreed that the said sale is to be made at the 
option of the said Hagood Realty Company or his heirs or assigns, te 
be exercised on or before 15 December, 1920. It is further understood 
and agreed that if the said Hagood Realty Company and his heirs and 
assigns shall not demand of me a deed herein provided for and tender 
payment as herein provided for on or before 15 December, 1920, then 
this agreement be nul] and void, and we are to be at liberty to dispose 
of the land to any other person as we may desire, as if this contract had 
never been made; but otherwise this contract is to remain in full force 
and effect.” The realty company did not exercise its election to make 
the purchase. Before the contract and the note were excecuted, Forrest 
told the realty company that his purchase of the Armstrong Jand was 
dependent on a sale of the Vanceboro place; and he contended that as 
an inducement to his execution of the note and contract the realty com- 
pany warranted or guaranteed a sale of the Vanceboro place before the 
payments were to be made to Armstrong. In support of this contention 
he testified that Hagood said in the presence of Henderson: “We will 
guarantee you a sale of your Vanceboro farm in time to pay this note 
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and to make Mr. Armstrong’s next payment.” This and other evidence 
of like character was excepted to on the ground that it contradicted the 
terms of the written contract. 

The evidence, we think, is not subject to this objection. We have no: 
disposition to modify or disregard the settled rules—intended for the 
“protection of the provident” and not for the “relief cf the negligent,” 
which prohibit the admission of parol evidence to contzadict, add to, or 
vary the terms of a written contract, even where a part of the contract 
is in writing and a part is in parol (Moffitt v. Maness, 102 N. C., 457); 
but we must adhere to the long line of decisions which hold that where 
the contract is not one which the law requires to be in writing, and a 
part of it is written and a part is not, evidence of the unwritten part, if 
it does not contradict the writing, is admissible for the purpose of estab- 
lishing the contract in its entirety. Twidy v. Sanderson, 31 N. C., 5; 
Manning v. Jones, 44 N. C., 368; Daughtry v. Boothe, 49 N. C., 87; 
Braswell v. Pope, 82 N. C., 57; Cumming v. Barber, 99 N. C., 332; 
Palmer v. Lowder, 167 N. C., 333. It will be noted, then, that the two 
instant questions are whether it is necessary that the alleged promise, or 
contract of warranty (not a technical guaranty), should have been in 
writing, and if not, whether the evidence excepted to contradicted the 
written contract or option. Each must be answered in the negative. 
The promise or warranty alleged to have been made by the appellant is 
not within the statute of frauds and may be assimilated to a contract of 
brokerage, or to a collateral or ancillary contract made by an agent who 
has been appointed by parol to make sale of his prineipal’s land, one 
consideration being sufficient to support both the prine:pal and the col- 
lateral contract. Abbott v. Hunt, 129 N. C., 403; Lamb v. Baxter, 130 
N.C., 67; Smith v. Browne, 182 N. C., 365; Palmer v. Lowder, supra; 
Green v. Thornton, 49 N. C., 280; Partin v. Prince, 159 N. C., 554. As 
to the alleged contradiction of the written contract, it will suffice to say 
that the terms of the option conferring upon the appellants the right to 
elect whether they would take title to themselves are neither varied nor 
contradicted by their promise to sce that another should purchase if 
they did not, for their agreement to warrant a sale was entirely collateral 
to the principal contract, and an allegation of fraud or mistake as a 
basis for the rescission or correction of the option was not necessary, 

The greater number of the exceptions relate directly or indirectly to 
the subjects we have discussed, and the others present no question that 
demands special consideration. We have given the entire record a care- 
ful examination, and find 

No error. 
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ELSIE LANIER, as GUARDIAN oF PENNIE LANIER, v. W. H. BRYAN. 
(Filed 25 October, 1922.) 


1. Witnesses — Qualification — Oath—Mental Capacity—Courts—Discre- 
tion—Appeal and Error. 

It is the question of the mental capacity of a witness to understand and 
appreciate the solemn obligation imposed on him by oath to tell the truth, 
and his ability to correctly narrate the facts involved in the controversy, 
that determines his eligibility as a witness; and his youth and adjudged 
imbecility of mind are only evidentiary in the determination of the ques- 
tion by the judge; and his decision thereon, in the absence of a special 
finding of the facts, is not reviewable on appeal. 


2. Appeal and Error—Harmless Error—Witnesses—Qualification—Evi- 
dence—Courts—Erroneous Opinion. 

Where the mental capacity of a witness is the question before the trial 
judge to determine his eligibility as such, and upon the testimony of a 
medical expert he has, as a matter of law, erroneously adjudged the 
witness to be a competent one, this error is cured, or rendered immaterial 
by his subsequently making the same finding after hearing the testimony 
of other witnesses, and the testimony of the witness sought to be excluded, 
which supported his former ruling. 

3. Witnesses — Qualification — Courts— Rulings——-Evidence—Findings— 
Presumptions. 

Where the trial judge has heard competent evidence sufficient to sustain 
his ruling, and adjudges that the witness is competent to testify in the 
action, it will be presumed, on appeal to the Supreme Court, that he has 
found facts sufficient to sustain his rulings, when it is silent in that 
respect. 


AppeaL by defendant from Lyon, J., at April Term, 1922, of Onstow. 

Civil action to recover damages for the seduction of the plaintiff. 
When the plaintiff was called as a witness the defendant objected to her 
examination on the ground that she was incapable of understanding the 
obligation of an oath and mentally incapable of testifying to the occur- 
rences set forth in the complaint. His Honor then heard the testimony 
of Dr. McNairy, an expert in mental diseases, who had treated her in 
the Caswell Training School, and therefrom found the following as 
facts: 

1. The plaintiff, who was over the age of 21 years at the trial, had 
been adjudged in a proceeding instituted and conducted before the clerk 
of the Superior Court of Onslow County to be of unsound mind. 

2. She was incapable of any sense of moral obligation and of under- 
standing the nature of an oath. 

8. Mental defectives are idiots, imbeciles, or morons, and the plaintiff 
is a member of the second class, and has a mentality not in excess of a 
normal child ranging from three to six years of age. 


236 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 


LANIER Vv. BRYAN. 


Upon these facts, and what appeared from Dr. McNairy’s testimony, 
his Honor held as a matter of law that the plaintiff was a competent 
witness, and permitted her to be examined. The defendant excepted. 

The plaintiff was then examined,-and his Honor, at the conclusion of 
her evidence, without specifically finding the facts, held upon all the 
evidence, of course including her own testimony, that she was competent 
to testify as a witness. The defendant again excepted. The issues were 
answered in favor of the plaintiff. 

Judgment, and appeal by the defendant. 


Cowper, Whitaker € Allen, George R. Ward, and Duffy & Day for 
plaintrff. 

Shaw & Jones, Frank Thompson, and McLean, Verser, McLean & 
Stacy for defendant. 


Apams, J. The tests that have usually been applied to determine the 
competency of a person offered as a witness are those of age, mental 
power, religious belief, and capacity to understand the nature and obli- 
gation of an oath. Particularly with reference to the first three of them 
the decisions have not been uniform. At one time the age of competency 
was fixed at fourteen, and children over that age were examined as a 
matter of course; but in some of the earlier decisions it was held that 
children under nine years of age were incompetent to testify, and that 
the competency of those between nine and fourteen was dependent upon 
their understanding and moral sense. With respect to age, it is now 
generally held that no precise minimum limit can be fixed, and that as 
to mentality the controlling factor is the strength of the witness’s under- 
standing, or the degree of his intelligence. S. v. Edwards, 79 N. C., 
650; S. v. Meyer, 14 A. & E., Anno. Cas., 3, n. 

In a number of American cases decided in the first half of the nine- 
teenth century it was held that idiots and insane persons were not com- 
petent to be witnesses; but subsequently the courts, “keeping pace with 
the progress of science” and the demands of a more enlightened period, 
relaxed the rigor of these decisions and modified the former strictness of 
the rule. It may be said that the substance of the modern doctrine was 
adopted in England in 1851, and announced by Lord Campbell in Reg. 
v. Hill. There a patient in a lunatic asylum was offered as a witness 
for the crown to testify on the trial of the defendant, who was prosecuted 
for homicide. When called and objected to he said, in part, upon 
examination as to his competency: “I am fully aware I have spirits. 

I know which are mine. Those that ascend from my stomach 
and my head, and also those in my ears. I don’t know how many they 
are. The flesh creates spirits by the palpitation of the nerves and the 
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rheumatics; all are now in my body and round my head; they speak to 
me incessantly, particularly at night. . . . They are speaking to me 
now; they are not separate from me. . . . They can go in and out 
through walls and places which I cannot. I go to the grave; they live 
hereafter. . . . My ability evades me while I am speaking, for the 
spirit ascends to my head. . . . It is perjury, the breaking of a 
lawful oath or taking an unlawful one; he that does it will go to hell 
for all eternity.” He was then sworn and gave a collected and rational 
account of a transaction which he said he had witnessed. 

Discussing his competency, Lord Campbell said: “Various authori- 
ties have been referred to which lay down the law that a person non 
compos mentis is not an admissible witness. But in what sense is the 
expression non compos mentis employed? If a person be so to such an 
extent as not to understand the nature of an oath, he is not admissible. 
But a person subject to a considerable amount of insane delusion may 
yet be under the sanction of an oath, and capable of giving very material 
evidence upon the subject-matter under consideration. The just in- 
vestigation of truth requires such a course as has been pointed out to be 
pursued. . . . It has been contended that the evidence of every 
monomaniac must be rejected. But that rule would be found at times 
very inconvenient for the innocent as well as for the guilty. The proper 
test must always be, Does the lunatic understand what he is saying, and 
does he understand the obligation of an oath? The lunatic may be 
examined himself, that his state of mind may be discovered, and wit- 
nesses may be adduced to show in what state of sanity or insanity he 
actually is; still, if he can stand the test proposed, the jury must deter- 
mine all the rest. In a lunatic asylum the patients are often the only 
witnesses to outrages upon themselves and others, and there would be 
impunity for offenses committed in such places if the only persons who 
can give information were not to be heard.” 5 Cox Cr. Law Cas., 266. 
The prevailing doctrine is in accord with this decision, and the principle 
is generally recognized that a lunatic or a person affected with insanity 
is competent to be a witness if he has sufficient mind to understand the 
nature and obligation of an oath and correctly to receive and impart his 
impressions of the matters which he has seen or heard. People v. 
Enright, 226 IL, 221; Coleman v. Com., 25 Gratt., 865; 18 A. R., 711; 
Worthington v. Mencer, 17 L. R. A., 407; S. v. Myers, 37 L. R. A., 423, 
and note; S. v. Pryor, 46 L, R. A. (N.8.), 1028, and note; S. v. Sames, 
9 A. & E., Anno. Cas., 1217; Dis. of Col. v. Armes, 107 U.S., 519. 

But the defendant contends that Pennie Lanier was not influenced 
by any religious belief, and was not capable of comprehending the 
solemnity, nature, and purpose of an oath. It is conceded that a witness 
should be sensible to the obligation of the oath that he assumes, but 
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apparently the interpretation of the expression has not been uniform. 
In Shaw v. Moore, 49 N. C., 26, Judge Pearson said: “The law requires 
two guaranties of the truth of what a witness is about to state: he must 
be in the fear of punishment by the laws of man, and he must also be 
in the fear of punishment by the laws of God, if he states what is false; 
in other words, there must be a temporal and also a religious sanction 
of his oath. In reference to the first, no question 1s made; but it is 
insisted that the religious sanction required is the fear of punishment 
in a future state of existence. 

“This position 1s not sustained by the reason of the thing, for, if we 
divest ourselves of the prejudice growing out of preconceived opinions 
as to what we suppose to be the true teaching of the Bible, it is clear 
that, in reference to a religious sanction, there is not ground for making 
a distinction between the fear of punishment by the Supreme Being in 
this world, and the fear of punishment in the world to come; both are 
based upon the sense of religion.” In 8. v. Pitt, 166 N. C., 270, two 
boys, aged respectively eleven and twelve, were challenged on the ground 
of their incompetency, and upon examination each of them said if he 
swore to a lie he would be imprisoned—one of them saying, in addition, 
that he intended to tell the truth, and was going to tell what he knew, 
and the other, that when he kissed the Book it meant that he would tell 
the truth. There was no further reference to religious sanction, and 
the trial judge admitted them as witnesses. On appeal the ruling was 
sustained, and the Chief Justice, citing with approval Shaw v. Moore, 
49 N. C., 26, said that the finding of the court was ecnclusive on the 
question both of the intelligence and of the moral and religious sensi- 
bility of the witnesses. 

This decision seems to have been based on the principle that where 
the trial judge, without particularly determining the facts, adjudges a 
person competent to be a witness, his judgment is not subject to review 
because it implies a finding of the requisite facts; and by an application 
of the principle to that case it appeared from the judge’s finding that 
the witnesses had a sufficient comprehension of the obligation of an oath 
and the way in which they expressed their conception of such obligation 
was of secondary importance. The decision approves the doctrine that 
the witness should have due appreciation of a moral cluty to tell the 
truth, and conforms to the general rule that the judgment of the trial 
judge on the question of the competency of a person who is offered as a 
witness is a matter of discretion and will not be disturbed on appeal, 
unless there is an abuse of discretion, or unless the order admitting or 
rejecting the witness involves the erroneous construction of a legal prin- 
ciple. S. v. Perry, 44 N. C., 333; 8. v. Manuel, 64 N. C., 601; 9. v. 
Edwards, 79 N. C., 650; S. v. Finger, 1381 N. C., 781; 8. vo. Pett, 166 
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N. C., 270; People v. Enright, Anno. Cas., 1913 E, 328, note; S. v. 
Meyer, 14 Anno. Cas., 7, note. 

It is true that the order made by his Honor at the conclusion of 
Dr. MeNairy’s testimony involves the construction of a legal principle, 
and it would demand serious consideration if it were the only order 
relating to the competency of the plaintiff. But immediately after this 
order was made the plaintiff was examined as a witness, and after hear- 
ing her testimony and considering it in connection with other evidence 
his Honor, without finding the facts, entered of record a general order 
adjudging the plaintiff competent to testify, and thus practically 
reversed and nullified the second finding of facts and so much of the 
third as may suggest want of capacity from immaturity of age, and 
brought the case within the general rule stated above, freed from the 
exceptions. The defendant’s assignment of error as to the plaintiff’s 
competency is therefore overruled. The motion for nonsuit was prop- 
erly dismissed, for the evidence, considered independently of plaintifi’s 
testimony, was sufficient to warrant its submission to the jury. We find 
no error in the record which entitles the defendant to a new trial. 

No error. 





J. P. TEMPLE vy. THE EADES HAY COMPANY, CITIZENS BANK AND 
TRUST COMPANY, GARNISHEE, 


(Filed 25 October, 1922.) 


1, Attachment—Process—Courts—~Amendments, 


An irregularity in issuing a warrant of attachment to the constable or 
other lawful officer of the county, when the statute requires it to be issued 
to the sheriff, may be afterwards cured by an amendment of the court 
when it appears that the warrant was served by a deputy sheriff. 


2. Attachment—Garnishment—Conflicting Claims—-Stakeholder—Parties 
— Statutes. 


Where the funds of a nonresident defendant are attached in the courts 
of this State in the hands of a local bank, an agency for collection only, 
and the garnishee bank answers, setting forth this fact and claiming 
absolute ownership in its forwarding bank, and asks that the latter be 
made a party to the suit, and, in effect, alleging that it, the garnishee, is 
a mere stakeholder without interest in the funds attached: Heid, it is 
the policy and express purpose of our Code of Procedure that all matters 
should be settled as far as possible in one and the same action; and the 
forwarding bank, being a necessary party, the refusal of the court to make 
it a party was of the substance of the controversy, and constituted re- 
versible error. C. S., 460. 
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8. Attachment—Garnishment—-Stakeholder-—Parties—Statutes. 


Where the funds of a nonresident defendant are attached in the hands 
of a local bank, which is only an agency for collection, which position it 
alleges in its answer, and also alleges ownership of title by its forwarding 
bank, the position taken by the local bank is that of a mere stakeholder 
without interest, between two conflicting claimants, and it may success- 
fully maintain that the forwarding bank be made a pzrty to the action, 
and await the determination of this question in the action, in order to 
protect itself in the payment of the funds attached in its hands. C. §S., 
826. 


4, Same—Bond. 

The bond required of an intervener by C. S., 840, has no application in 
attachment where the garnishee bank holding the funds attached does so 
as a stakeholder, not claiming them, but only seeks to hold the same for 
the adjudication of the court between two conflicting claimants. 

5. Same—Title—Procedure. 

Where funds of a nonresident defendant are attached in a local bank 
that maintains the position of a mere stakeholder, and alleges ownership 
of its forwarding bank, and asks that the forwarding bank be made a 
party to the action, the forwarding bank, when brought in, may make its 
own claim of title and thus cure the defect, if any, in the proceedings in 
this respect, it being a matter of procedure. 

6. Same—lIssues. 


The requirement of C. S., 821, that an issue shall be made up and 
determined by the jury where the garnishee in attachment denies owing 
the principal defendant, should be construed with C. 8., 460, requiring the 
making of all necessary parties to a full determination o2 the controversy ; 
and it does not apply when the garnishee takes the position of a mere 
stakeholder and sets up in his answer that another, not a party to the 
action, is the owner of the funds attached, and asks that such other 
person be brought in so as to protect it, the garnishee, in the payment of 
the funds under an order of the court. 


Sracy, J., not sitting. 


Aprrat by garnishee from Cranmer, J., at December Term, 1921, of 
New Hanover. 

Civil action to recover of defendant, the Eades Hay Company, $2,125 
damage for shortage on shipment of hay sold by said company to plain- 
tiff, said Eades Hay Company, being a nonresident corporation, service 
of summons was had only by publication. At the instance of plaintiff 
company, process of attachment was sued out and levied by the sheriff 
of New Hanover County, or a duly authorized deputy, on certain moneys 
held by the Citizens Bank and Trust Company of Wilraington, alleged 
to belong to the principal defendant. The warrant of attachment 
issuing from the Superior Court was addressed to any constable or other 
lawful officer of New Hanover County—greeting, and the garnishee, 
making special appearance for the purpose, moved to discharge the 
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warrant and dismiss the suit, because same was not addressed to the 
sheriff of the county. The court, Daniels, J., presiding, allowed an 
amendment to the process causing same to be addressed to the sheriff, 
and thereupon overruled the motion, and garnishee excepted. The gar- 
nishee then filed an answer duly verified as follows: “The Citizens 
Bank and Trust Company, garnishee, reserving its rights in the motion 
heretofore filed, and reserving its exception to the ruling of the court 
thereon, says that the Eades Hay Company has not forwarded us any 
drafts for collection, and we have no funds that we are holding for their 
account. It has the money from five drafts sent to it by the Interstate 
National Bank of Kansas City, on J. P. Temple, which were paid by 
him, for $359.35, $310.12, $316.95, $375.35, and for $305.35, respec- 
tively; that these drafts were sent to the Citizens Bank and Trust Com- 
pany by the Interstate National Bank to collect as its agent, and said 
funds are held subject to the order of the Interstate National Bank, 
unless this Court order otherwise hereafter.” 

Subsequently, at December Term, 1921, before his Honor, G. W. 
Connor, application was made that the Interstate National Bank of 
Kansas City, referred to in the answer of the garnishee, be made a party 
and allowed to assert its claim to the debt. The application was denied 
and the garnishee and the Interstate Bank excepted. Thereupon, on 
issues submitted, the jury rendered the following verdict: 

“1, Is the Citizens Bank and Trust Company, garnishee, indebted to 
the Eades Hay Company, and, if so, in what amount? Answer: ‘Yes, 
$1,667.12.’ 

“2, What sum, if any, is the plaintiff entitled to recover of the Eades 
Hay Company as damages for the breach of contract for the delivery of 
hay? Answer: ‘$2,125. ” 

Judgment was entered for the damages assessed against the Eades Hay 
Company, and that the amount of money in the hands of the garnishee 
be applied to the payment of said judgment to the extent of $1,667.12. 
Garnishee excepted, and appealed. 


J.O. Carr, L. J. Potsson, and J. D. Bellamy & Sons for plaintiff. 
Wright & Stevens for garnishee. 


Hoxe, J. Under the statute applicable, the process of attachment 
issuing from the Superior Court should be addressed to the sheriff of 
the county and executed by hirA or one of his duly authorized deputies. 
Carson v. Woodrow, 160 N. C., 144. It appearing, however, that the 
writ was in fact executed by a duly authorized deputy of the sheriff, the 
case is well within the powers of amendment possessed by the court, and 
which should always be liberally exercised with a view of permitting a 
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determination of the cause on the real issues involved in the controversy. 
Page v. McDonald, 159 N. C., 38; Vick v. Flournoy, 147 N. C., 209. 
In Carson v. Woodrow, supra, a case much relied upon dy appellant, the 
process of attachment issuing from the Superior Court had been executed 
by a constable, and the Court holding that under the lews applicable, a 
constable was without power to execute the writ it would seem that an 
amendment in form of the process could not have curec. the defect. As 
a matter of fact, in that ease the question of amendment was not pre- 
sented. On appellant’s second exception, we are of opinion that the 
Interstate National Bank of Kansas should have been made party 
defendant, and allowed to assert and maintain its rights to the money 
in the possession and control of the Citizens Bank and Trust Company 
and the refusal of the trial court to permit this should be held for 
reversible error. In various and well considered decisicns of this Court 
on the subject, it 1s recognized as the policy and expressed purpose of 
our present system of procedure that all matters in a given controversy 
should, as far as possible, be settled in one and the same action. Guthrie 
v. Durham, 168 N. C., 5738. In furtherance of this position, in C. S., 
460, it is provided: “That the court, either between terms or at a 
regular term, according to the nature of the controversy, may determine 
any controversy before it when it can be done without prejudice to the 
rights of others, but when a complete determination cannot be made 
without the presence of other parties, the court must cause them to be 
brought in, ete.” And in our decisions construing the statute it has 
been held that the refusal and failure to bring in necessary parties is of 
the substance and constitutes error. Guthrie v. Durham, supra; Rollins 
v. Rollins, 76 N. C., 264. In addition, the right to interplead in attach- 
ment proceedings is recognized and provided for in the laws, ©. S., 826, 
and this, we think, should always be allowed when it is necessary to 
protect an innocent stakeholder by having conflicting claims to the 
property or proceeds held by him authoritatively determined before he 
is required to pay it over to the claimant. Shinn on Attachment, sec. 
672 et seq. It 1s contended for appellee that this regulation regarding the 
right of interpleader in attachment proceedings is referred to section 
840, in claim and delivery proceedings, and when an affidavit of claim 
or title, and also a bond, is required of the intervener. But this require- 
ment as to bond is restricted to cases where the intervener is seeking to 
take the property from the custody of the court, and on the affidavit of 
claim or title it already appears, from the garnishee’s answer, that the 
Interstate Bank claims the property, and, in any event, this as a mere 
matter of procedure can now be cured by an affidavit of title to be made 
by the claimant. We are not unmindful of section 821 of the article on 
Attachment Proceedings, to the effect that where a garnishee denies 
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owing the principal defendant, an issue shall be made up and determined 
by the jury, but this must be construed in connection with C. 8., 460, 
heretofore cited, and which requires that all persons necessary to a full 
determination of the controversy must be made a party. And on the 
facts of the present record, both right and justice require that the Inter- 
state Bank be made a party, in order to protect the garnishee before 
payment is required, by direct service of process if found within the 
jurisdiction, or by publication, which, on being properly made, would 
bind for all purposes of determining the right to the funds in the custody 
of the court. Vick v. Flournoy, 147 N. C., 209, and authorities cited. 
We are confirmed in this view of the case by the facts appearing on the 
record, that on denial of the bank’s application to become a party, it has 
instituted an independent suit against the Citizens Bank and Trust 
Company, asserting its title to the money, and unless the course sug- 
gested is pursued, it may come about that in the same court, in a contro- 
versy involving claims to the same funds, there may be a judgment 
against a mere stakeholder, innocent of any wrong, compelling him to 
pay the money held by him to the plaintiff in the present suit, and to 
the Interstate Bank in its independent suit for the same money against 
the garnishee. Such a result may not be permitted in this jurisdiction 
and under our system of procedure, and this will be certified that the 
verdict and judgment in the case be set aside, and the Interstate Bank 
be made party and allowed to maintain its claim as it may be advised. 
New trial. 
Sracy, J., not sitting. 





INTERSTATE NATIONAL BANK OF KANSAS CITY y. CITIZENS BANK 
AND TRUST COMPANY. 


(Filed 25 October, 1922.) 


Actions—Consolidation—Appeal and Error—New Trial—Stakeholder— 
Courts. 

Where two actions have been brought in the same court, involving the 
payment of the funds by one of the parties to the other parties claiming 
it, who himself claims no interest in the disposition of the funds, it is 
proper for the trial judge, when the trial of one of them has been had 
and appeal therefrom perfected, to deny a motion for consolidation; but 
where a new trial on appeal has been awarded in one of them, and the 
other remains pending in the Supreme Court, this Court: will dismiss this 
second appeal, so that the actions may be joined in the Superior Court for 
the protection of the mere stakeholder, when this appears to be necessary. 


Stacy, J., not sitting. 
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AppEaL by defendant from Devin, J., at September Term, 1922, of 
New Hanover. 

Civil action, heard on motion to consolidate the present action with 
another now appearing on the docket of the Superior Court of New 
Hanover County, in which J. P. Temple is plaintiff anc. the Eades Hay 
Company defendant. The present is a suit by plaintiff against defend- 
ant to recover certain moneys collected by defendant bark on drafts sent 
to said defendant by plaintiff bank. The suit of Tempe v. Hades Hay 
Co. is one to recover damages for breach of contract ir. sale of hay by 
defendant to said Temple, and in which said suit this same money 
collected by defendant bank was attached as the property of the Eades 
Hay Company. In the Temple case there has been a verdict and judg- 
ment for plaintiff, and appropriating the money attached in satisfaction 
of plaintiff’s recovery. Appeal taken in that case and apparently per- 
fected. Motion to consolidate denied, and defendant bank excepted and 
appealed. 


John D. Bellamy & Sons and George H. Howell for piaintif.. 
Wright & Stevens and C. D. Weeks for defendant. 


Hoxn, J. There is doubt if any order of consolidation should be 
made with the suit of Temple v. Hay Co., ante, 239, after verdict and 
judgment in the latter case. As now advised, we concur in his Honor’s 
view, that an order of consolidation could not be made with a cause 
which was in the Supreme Court by a perfected appeal, and must hold, 
therefore, that the present appeal be dismissed without prejudice. Since 
appeal taken, it appearing, however, that a new trial has been ordered 
in the suit of Temple v. Hay Co., supra, we consider it right to say that 
there should be a consolidation of these two suits, to the end that the 
court thus acquiring full jurisdiction, both of the res and person of the 
claimant, may be able to dispose of the entire controversy and enter 
judgment awarding this money to the rightful owner, and thus protect 
defendant bank, which is without fault in the premises, from a double 
liability for the same fund. 

Appeal dismissed. 

Stacy, J., not sitting. 
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OSCAR GALLOWAY Et AL. v. BOARD OF EDUCATION OF BRUNSWICK 
COUNTY ET AL. 


(Filed 25 October, 1922.) 


1. Constitutional Law—Racial Discrimination. 
Held, on this appeal, there was no evidence to sustain an allegation that 
the constitutional inhibition against race discrimination in the distribu- 
tion and use of the public school funds had been violated. 


2. Constitutional Law—Schoo] Districts—Local Legislation—Statutes, 
Since the enforcement of the amendment to our Constitution, Art. II, 
sec, 29, a special act of the Legislature to establish or change the lines, 
ete., of a school district, and any proceedings under it, are null and void. 


8. Taxation — School Districts — Statutes—Limitation of Powers—Void 
Levy. 

The power of the county board of education to levy a tax under an 
election called by the county commissioners, for the purpose of erecting, 
enlarging, altering, and equipping buildings, ete., for school purposes, 
under Public-Local Laws of 1920, ch. 87, sec. 1, Extra Session, is expressly 
therein limited, ‘unless or until” the qualified electors have voted for the 
proposition; and a levy of such tax contrary to this restriction as to the 
time thereof is void under the express statutory inhibition. 


4. Same—Void Levies——Elections—Ratification., 

Where the levy of a tax by a county for school purposes is originally 
invalid because in violation of an express provision of the statute under 
which the levy is proposed to be made, requiring that the levy shall not 
be made unless and until the approval of the voters at an election held, 
etc,, and which has never been modified or changed, the subsequent 
approval thereof by the voters cannot have the effect of relating back 
and curing the defect, or render the levy a valid one. 


5. Injunction—Taxation—Acts Accomplished—Statutes—-Remedy of Tax- 
payer. 
Injunctive relief is not available to the taxpayers of a county, where 
a tax levy for school purposes has been made, when it appears that under 
the levy complained of the moneys have been raised and distributed to 
the branches of government entitled thereto, some of which are not parties 
to this suit. Semble, the only remedy for the injured taxpayers is to pay 
the illegal tax under protest and sue to recover the same, as provided by 
statute. C. 8., 7979. 


AppraL by plaintiffs from Lyon, J., at February Term, 1922, of 
PENDER. 

Civil action, heard on return to preliminary restraining order. 

The action is to obtain an injunction against collecting a tax for 
school building purposes in the Southport High Schoo! District. From 
the facts in evidence, it appeared that under a special act of Legislature, 
Pr. St., ch. 251, Laws 1921, an election was held in said alleged dis- 
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trict in June, 1921, on a proposition for a bond issue for school building 
purposes, after a new registration was had pursuant to the provisions 
of the act, and the measure was approved by a large majority of the 
voters. There being some question as to the validity of the special 
legislation, and with a view and purpose of securing a tax levy for 
building purposes for the year 1921, the commissioners ordered another 
election on the subject under ch. 87, Public-Local Laws, Extra Session, 
1920. An election was held on 2 November, 1921, and the measure was 
again approved by a large majerity of the voters. That the election 
was ordered on 6 September, 1921, by board of county commissioners, 
the tax was levied on 8 September, a new registration was held as pro- 
vided by the said act, chapter 87, and the election, as stated, being on 
2 November. Present action was instituted in March, 1922, by plaintiff 
citizens and taxpayers of the district to restrain collecting a tax on 
ground of levy was illegal, being made prior to election. Second, that 
there was an unlawful discrimination against colored xace in the pro- 
posed bond issue and disposition of the proceeds. At the hearing, and 
before us, the second ground of objection was abandoned as not suff- 
ciently sustained by the facts pertinent, and considering the question on 
the first ground, as stated, the court found certain relevant facts, and 
entered judgment as follows: 

“1. That the taxes complained of were levied by the board of com- 
missioners on 8 September, 1921, at the time of levying the other taxes 
for 1921. 

“2. That the election was ordered on 6 September, 1921, and regu- 
larly held on 2 November, 1921. 

“3. That the tax books for the collection of said tax and the general 
taxes were placed in the hands of the sheriff of said county for collection 
on 5 December, 1921. 

“4, Said election, held on 2 November, 1921, was under and by virtue 
of ch. 87, Public Laws 1920, Extra Session. 

“It 1s considered and adjudged that the restraining order and injunc- 
tion heretofore granted in this action be and the same is now dissolved 
and vacated. And it is further considered and adjudged. that the sheriff 
shall proceed to collect said tax.” 

It was subsequently made to appear of record that after the judgment 
dissolving the restraining order, the tax was collected by the sheriff, 
settlement had with the county commissioners for all the taxes collected 
by that officer for the years 1920-21, including the tax complained of. 
Said tax was distributed to the different funds for which they were 
collected, ete. 


John D, Bellamy & Sons for plaintiffs. 
J. W. Ruark and C. Ed. Taylor for defendants. 
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Hoxr, J. The decisions of this court have been very insistent in 
upholding the constitutional guarantee against race discrimination in 
the distribution and use of the public school funds, and it is gratifying 
that in the present case there were no facts in evidence to sustain such 
an allegation. Wolliams v. Bradford, 158 N. C., 36; Bomtz v. School 
Trustees, 154 N. C., 875; Lowery v. School Trustees, 140 N. C., 338; 
Riggsbee v. Durham, 94 N. C., 800; Purtt v. Comrs., 94 N. C., 709. On 
plaintiff’s other ground of impeachment, and as we understand the 
record, it appears that the first election in these proceedings was under 
Private Laws 1921, ch. 251, and this being a special act attempting to 
establish or change the lines of a school district, is in violation of the 
recent amendments to our Constitution appearing chiefly in Art. II, 
sec. 29, and the act itself, and any attempted proceedings under it, are 
null and void. Sechrist v. Comrs., 181 N. C., 511; Trustees v. Trust 
Co., 181 N. C., 806; Robinson v. Comrs., 182 N. C., 591; Woosley v. 
Comrs., 182 N. C., 483. As to the validity of the tax levy under and 
by virtue of the second election, that as his Honor finds and the evidence 
shows, was held under Public-Local Laws of 1920, ch. 87, Extra Session, 
and it appearing that the levy of this tax was made on 8 September, the 
last month in which such a levy could be made under the revenue laws 
of 1921, and the election purporting to ratify the levy was not held until 
2 November following. Being held under the statutes referred to, the 
limitations contained therein should ordinarily be allowed to prevail, 
and on perusal of first section of chapter 87, it appears that while a 
bond issue and a tax levied therefor are authorized “for the purpose of 
erecting, enlarging, altering, and equipping school buildings and acquir- 
ing land for school buildings of the school district, or for any or more 
of said purposes,” said section also provides: “That no bonds shall be 
issued under this act, nor any special tax levied, unless and until the 
question of such issue and levy shall have been submitted to the qualified 
voters of such school district at a special election to have been held for 
the purpose, and a majority of the qualified electors shall vote in favor 
of issuing said bonds and levying said tax.” In Mann »v. Allen, 171 
N. C., 219, the Court has held that “unless a statute from its language, 
purpose, and context clearly requires the contrary, the term ‘levy,’ when 
applied to question of taxation of the kind signified, the levying or 
imposition of the tax by legislation or under legislative sanction,” and 
the statute therefor in terms too plain to admit of construction, prohibits 
a tax levy for the designated purpose, “unless and until” the qualified 
electors have voted for the proposition. True, we have held that an 
act which could have been originally authorized may be ratified, and 
that the principal, in proper instances, applies both to legislative bodies 
and the electorate as well. Board of Education v. Comrs., 183 N. C., 
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300; Hammond v. McRae, 182 N. C., 747. But the position, in our 
opinion, has no application to the facts presented here, where the only 
statute under which the electorate acted, and which expresses the lawful 
limit to its powers, forbids that any levy be made until the electors of 
the district shall have approved the same by their vote. While we are 
thus constrained to differ with his Honor as to the velidity of the tax 
levy, we are of opinion that his order dissolving the injunction should 
not be now disturbed for the reason that it further appears by affidavit 
recelved as pertinent to the inquiry and without objection noted that the 
tax In question had been collected, accounted for on settlement with the 
municipal authorities, and paid over to persons not parties to the record, 
and in such ease our decisions hold that the appeal should be dismissed, 
for, on the facts as presented, relief by injunction is no longer available 
to the parties. Griffith v. Board of Education, 183 N. C., 408; Allen 
v. Reidsville, 178 N. C., 513; Sasser v. Harriss, 178 N. C., 322; Moore 
v. Monument Co., 166 N. C., 211; Prckler v. Board of Education, 149 
N.C., 221. It would seem that in a case like the present, and assuming 
that the facts contained in the additional] affidavit are accepted or estab- 
lished at the hearing, the only remedy for an injured taxpayer is to pay 
the illegal tax under protest and sue to recover the same as provided in 
C. §., 7979, a relief, however, that is not within the scope and purview 
of the present action. 

For the reasons heretofore given, the appeal is dismissed at the 
appellees’ cost. 

Dismissed. 





THOMAS BOWEN, ADMINISTRATOR OF ELIZA BOWEN, v. M. F. SCHNIBBEN, 
(Filed 25 October, 1922.) 


1. Instructions—Prejudicial Omissions—Appeal and Error—Statutes. 


Where the effect of a charge of the court to the jury is to eliminate 
from the case an instruction upon a principle of law arising from the 
evidence, so necessary that its omission would necessarily and substan- 
tially prejudice one of the parties, in the consideration of the evidence by 
the jury, it will be held for reversible error, notwithstanding the party 
so prejudiced has not tendered a prayer for instruction covering the 
omission of which he complains. C. §S., 564. 


2. Same—Prayer for Instruction. 

Where a statute appertaining to the matters in controversy provides 
that certain acts of omission or commission shall or shall not constitute 
negligence, it is incumbent on the trial judge, in his charge to the jury, to 
apply to the various aspects of the statute such principles of the law of 
negligence as may arise under the evidence in the case. 


N. 0.) FALL TERM, 1922. 249 
BOWEN v. SCHNIBBEN. 


3. Same—Negligence—Automobiles. 


An instruction in an action to recover damages for the alleged negligence 
of the defendant in running upon and killing the plaintiff’s intestate while 
a pedestrian upon the highway that fails to charge specifically as to the 
speed, the lookout, the signal, or control of the machine, or the other 
requirements of the driver of the automobile prescribed by the statutes, 
C. 8., 2116, 2118, and arising from the evidence in the case, is not cured 
by a general charge upon the rule of the prudent man, as to speed, or 
lookout, or the management of the car; and the omissions to charge 
specifically upon the statutory obligations is reversible error, without the 
tender of a prayer for more specific instructions by the plaintiff, 


AppeaL by plaintift from Bond, J., at May Term, 1922, of New 
HANOVER. 

Civil acticu to recover damages for the intestate’s death, alleged to 
have been caused by the negligence of the defendant while operating an 
automobile on a public highway. The first issue, Was the death of the 
plaintiffs intestate caused by the negligence of the defendant, as alleged 
in the complaint? was answered in the negative. Judgment, and appeal 
by plaintiff. 


John D. Bellamy & Sons for plaintiff. 
Herbert McClammy, J. C. King, and K. O. Burgwin for defendant. 


Apams, J. On 22 July, 1920, between 3 and 4 o’clock in the after- 
noon, James Ballard and Eliza Bowen, the plaintiff’s intestate, were 
walking in or near the village of Villa View along the principal thor- 
oughfare which extends from Wilmington to Wrightsville. At about 
3:30 the defendant, driving a Chalmers car, left Wilmington in com- 
pany with his father to call on the operator of the substation at Wrights- 
ville. The defendant, the intestate, and Ballard were going in the same 
direction. The speed at which the car was moving was variously esti- 
mated by the witnesses. One witness said that before it came in sight he 
heard “a rumbling and a roar” that sounded like an aeroplane. Another 
likened the speed to that of flying. There was evidence tending to show 
that every time they struck a “bump” in the road the wheels of the car 
jumped three or four inches, and that the speed was not less than fifty 
miles an hour. Norma Craft, 11 years of age, testified that she was 
going toward Wilmington on a bicyele along the right side of the road, 
“almost in the grass and looking ahead,” when the automobile struck her 
rear wheel and destroyed it. The defendant knew nothing of this 
collision at the time, but learned of it afterward. Immediately after 
striking the bicycle, the machine swerved to the right—two wheels going 
off the hard surface into the sand—and got beyond the defendant’s 
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control. The defendant testified that he was running not more than 
fifteen miles an hour, and that he turned to the right to avoid a collision 
with Norma Craft, who was going across the road, and in doing so lost 
control of his steering wheel and found himself unable to get back into 
the road as quickly as he thought he could. At this time Ballard and 
the deceased were some distance in advance. The defendant said that 
they were on the hard road, and Ballard said they were off the road and 
in the sand; at any rate, they were at the right side of the highway. 
There was evidence tending to show that the klaxon was not sounded 
and no signal of approach was given. With slight abatement of speed, 
if any at all, the automobile struck both Ballard and the deceased. 
Ballard was thrown over the top of the car, and the deceased, hurled 
twenty feet in the air, fell on the radiator. Within two hours she died; 
Ballard survived. The defendant did not deny that the death of the 
intestate was caused by the collision. 

This outline of the evidence will serve to explain ths cause of action 
and the ground of the plaintiff’s exception. After stating the conten- 
tions of the parties, his Honor instructed the jury on the first issue as 
follows: ‘Was this defendant operating his machine, as to speed and 
as to lookout, and in all other respects, in such a way as a person of 
reasonable care and prudence, considering the deadly nature of an auto- 
mobile, would have done under the same circumstance? If you say you 
find he was, and that there was no negligence on his part, your answer 
to the first issue should be ‘No,’ ” 

To this instruction the plaintiff excepted, and assigned as error not 
so much its inaccuracy as its limited or restricted scope. In C. S., 2116, 
it is provided that upon approaching a pedestrian who is upon the 
traveled part of any highway, . . . every person operating a motor 
vehicle shall slow down and give a timely signal with jis bell, horn, or 
other device for signalling; and section 2618, not including’ the recent 
amendment, is as follows: “No person shall operate a motor vehicle 
upon the public highways of this State recklessly, or at a rate of speed 
greater than is reasonable and proper, having regard to the width, 
traffic, and use of the highway, or so as to endanger the property or the 
life or limb of any person: Provided, that a rate of speed in excess of 
eighteen miles per hour in the residence portion of ary city, town, or 
village, and a rate of speed in excess of ten miles per hour in the busi- 
ness portion of any city, town, or village, and a rate of speed in excess 
of twenty-five miles per hour on any public highway outside of the 
corporate limits of any incorporated city or town, shall be deemed a 
violation of this section: Provided further, that no person shall operate 
upon the public highways inside the corporate limits of any incorporated 
city or town of this State a motor vehicle with muffler cut-out open.” 
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In giving a charge to the petit jury, the judge shall state in a plain 
and correct manner the evidence given in the case, and declare and 
explain the law arising thereon. C.S8., 564. It is true, under the pro- 
visions of this statute, that when a iudge has charged generally on the 
essential features of a case, a litigant who desires a more direct applica- 
tion of the law to some particular phase of the evidence should bring it 
to the attention of the court by prayers for instructions, but where a 
statute appertaining to the matters in controversy provides that certain 
acts of omission or commission shall or shall not constitute negligence, it 
is incumbent upon the judge to apply to the various aspects of the 
evidence such principles of the law of negligence as may be prescribed 
by statute, as well as those which are established by the common law. 
Orvis v. Holt, 173 N. C., 283; Matthews v. Myatt, 172 N. C., 232. We 
think the court failed to comply with this requirement. When the judge 
so charges as to eliminate from the case a substantial part of it, which 
would necessarily prejudice one of the parties, it will be reversible error. 
Matthews v. Myatt, supra. True, the jury were further instructed that 
if the defendant did not observe the rule of the prudent man as to speed, 
or lookout, or the management of the car, the issue should be answered 
in favor of the plaintiff, but they were not specifically instructed as to 
the law of negligence with reference to the speed, the lookout, the signal, 
or the control of the machine. If the defendant exceeded the legal rate 
of speed, or failed to slow down or give a timely signal when approach- 
ing the deceased, 1f she was on the traveled part of the highway, or 
operated his car recklessly or at a greater rate of speed than was reason- 
able and proper under the circumstances, or in such way as to endanger 
life, limb, or property, he was negligent, and if his negligence was the 
proximate cause of the intestate’s death, the answer to the first issue 
should be in the affirmative. Of course, in connection with the plain- 
tiff’s contentions as to the alleged breach of the statute those of the 
defendant should receive due consideration. 

We are of opinion that the controversy should be submitted to another 
jury with more specific instructions on the question of negligence. 

New trial. 
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J. P. TEMPLE vy. H. LABERGE. 
(Filed 25 October, 1922.) 


1. Courts—Attachments—-Amendmenis cf Warrant—Process—Service— 
Statutes. 

A warrant of attachment served by the sheriff of the county and ad- 
dressed to “any constable or other lawful officer of the county,” may be 
allowed by the court to be amended to conform to the statutory require- 
ment. C. S., 547. 


2. Interpleadcr—Title—Parties—Merits—Right of Interpleader—Appeal 
and Error. 

An intervener, claiming title to the funds in litigation, is only interested 
in the question of title as it affects his claim, and carnot be prejudiced 
upon the refusal of the court to permit him to interfere in the matter in 
litigation as it affects only the rights of the original parties. 


8. Banks and Banking—Interpleader—Drafts—Burden of Proof—Agency 
for Collection—Questions of Law—tTrials. 


Where the proceeds of a draft have been attached in the hands of a 
local bank, a forwarding bank that intervenes and claims independent 
title has the burden of proof of its right to the fund; and where the draft 
has not thereon been endorsed to it, and there is no evidence in its behalf 
to show that it had not reserved the right to charge it against the drawer’s 
account, if returned unpaid, but only a conclusion of law to that effect 
testified to by an officer of the intervener, a judgment against it by the 
trial judge, as a matter of law, will be upheld on appeal, upon the prin- 
ciple that the intervening bank has not disproved it was an agency for 
collection only. 


Sracy, J., did not sit. 


ArpraL by intervener and garnishees from Cranmer, J., at April 
Term, 1922, of New Hanover. 
The facts are stated in the opinion. 


J. O. Carr and L. J. Poisson for plaintiff. 
Wright & Stevens for intervener and garnishee. 


Apams, J. The plaintiff prosecutes this action to recover damages 
for breach of contract. He alleges that he and the defendant entered 
into a contract by the terms of which the defendant was to sell at sundry 
dates certain cars of hay at an agreed price; that the defendant knew 
that the purchase was made with a view to a resale of the hay at a profit; 
that the defendant shipped only a part of the hay ordered by the plain- 
tiff, and thereby failed to comply with the terms of his contract, in 
consequence of which the plaintiff suffered loss. The defendant, who 
was a resident of the Dominion of Canada, filed no answer. Service of 
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process was made on him by publication and a warrant was issued under 
which certain funds in possession of the Murchison National Bank and 
the Citizens Bank and Trust Company were attached. These funds 
were alleged to be the property of the defendant. Each of the banks 
filed an answer denying that it held any funds of the defendant, and 
alleged that the money referred to was subject to the order of La Banque 
Nationale of Valleyfield, Province of Quebec. This bank inte: vened in 
the cause, and claimed the funds referred to, and upon the trial intro- 
duced evidence in support of its claim. At the close of the evidence, his 
Honor held that La Banque Nationale was not entitled to recover the 
funds in question as intervener, and submitted an issue to the jury in 
response to which they found the defendant indebted to the plaintiff in 
the sum of $4,572.25. Judgment was thereupon rendered for the plain- 
tiff in the sum of $2,836.81, the amount of the funds attached, and the 
intervener and the garnishee appealed. 

The garnishee moved to dismiss the action on the ground that the 
warrant of attachment, which was issued from the Superior Court, was 
addressed to “any constable or other lawful officer of said county.” In 
Carson v. Woodrow, 160 N. C., 144, it is held that the remedy by 
attachment is special and extraordinary, and that the statutory provi- 
sions for it must be strictly construed, and cannot have force in cases 
not plainly within their terms. There the warrant of attachment was 
served by a constable of one of the townships of Edgecombe County, 
and the Court concluded that the writ of attachment and the seizure of 
the property under it were invalid. But in the case at bar the warrant 
was served by the sheriff, and on motion the court permitted an amend- 
ment, changing the address of the warrant to “the sheriff or other lawful 
officer of New Hanover County.” The service having been made by the 
proper officer, and the court having permitted the amendment, the war- 
rant of attachment and the seizure of the property thereunder are not 
invalid merely because the warrant was originally addressed to “any 
constable” and not to the sheriff. C.S., 547; Page v. McDonald, 159 
N.C., 40. 

We see no just ground for the intervener’s exception to its exclusion 
from participating in the trial on the merits of the plaintiff’s claim 
against the defendant. If the intervening bank was not the owner of 
the funds in question, upon what principle should it be permitted to 
interfere with litigation between the original parties to the suit? The 
only issue in which it had any legal interest was that of title to the 
funds attached. In Dawson v. Thigpen, 187 N. C., 468, it is said: 
“It is well settled that in an action involving the title to property an 
interpleader is restricted to the issue as to his title or claim to the 
property, and cannot raise or litigate questions or rights which do not 
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affect such titles. McLean v. Douglass, 28 N. C., 223. He does not, 
speaking with accuracy, become a party to the action in the same sense 
and with the same status as the original parties, or those made so pend- 
ing the action either by the court ex mero motu or upon application.” 
Bank v. Furniture Co., 120 N. C., 477; Mfg. Co. v. Trerney, 133 N. C., 
638; Blair v. Puryear, 87 N. C., 102; Cotton Mills v. Weil, 129 N. C., 
455, 

We are likewise of the opinion that his Honor was correct in holding 
upon all the evidence that the intervener was not entitled to recover the 
funds in controversy. The drafts were not endorsed, and the interven- 
ing bank carried the burden of showing by the greater weight of the 
evidence that it had title to the attached property. 

The manager testified, it is true, that La Banque Nationale is the sole 
owner of the drafts, and if they were paid the amount would go to the 
bank and not to the defendant; but the first statement is in the nature 
of a legal conclusion, and evidently the defendant may be charged back 
with the amount of the drafts, although the money attached is not 
recovered. Indeed, the evidence in its entirety seems to be susceptible 
of only one construction—that is, that the drafts were discounted in the 
regular course of business for the benefit of the defendent with the right 
to charge back to him any amount not recovered by the discounting 
bank. There is no evidence that the defendant was to be held liable 
by reason of his indorsement of the drafts, for they were not indorsed. 
The principle applicable is stated as follows: “The rule prevails with 
us, and it is supported by the weight of authority elsewhere, that if a 
bank discounts a paper and places the amount, less the discount, to the 
credit of the indorser, with the right to check on it, and reserves the 
right to charge back the amount if the paper is not paid, by express 
agreement or one implied from the course of dealing, and not by reason 
of liability on the indorsement, the bank is an agent for collection and 
not a purchaser. Packing Co. v. Davis, 118 N. C., 548; Cotton Mills 
v. Weil, 129 N. C., 452; Davis v. Iwmber Co., 180 N. C., 176, and Bank 
v. Hxum, 163 N. C., 202.” Worth Co. v. Feed Co., 172 N. C., 342. 

We find no error that entitles the intervening bank or the garnishee to 
a new trial. 

No error. 


Stacy, J., not sitting. 
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MANGUS OUTLAW v.N. B. OUTLAW, LLOYD OUTLAW, ann 
MRS. EVA HOUSE. 


(Filed 25 October, 1922.) 


1. Parties—Tenants in Common—Voluntary Partition—Purchasers for 
Value—Owelty. 


Tenants in common made a voluntary division of their lands among 
themselves by metes and bounds, and in their mutual conveyances specified 
the number of acres of each division. There was nothing in the con- 
veyances providing a payment of owelty to any one receiving a tract of 
less value. The plaintiff introduced evidence tending to show mistake by 
the surveyor and the mutual mistake of the parties whereby he had 
received an appreciably less number of acres than called for in his deed, 
amounting to a considerable decrease in value. There was evidence that 
one of the defendants had sold his tract to an innocent purchaser, for 
value and without notice of the plaintiff’s claim of equitable interference: 
Held, such purchaser is a proper if not a necessary party in order to clear 
the title to the lands. The legal and equitable principles relating to 
owelty, under the circumstances of this case, discussed by WALKER, J. 


2. Judgments—Appeal and Error—Tenants in Common—Owelty—Parties. 


Under the facts of this case, it appearing that a personal judgment 
was properly entered against the defendants to equalize in value the lands 
voluntarily partitioned among themselves and the plaintiff as tenants in 
common, for mutual mistake, but erroneously allowed a charge or lien for 
owelty against the tracts of greater value, where a proper or necessary 
party had not been brought in, the judgment, on appeal, is accordingly 
modified that such party be made in the Superior Court, or the matter 
proceeded with by independent action, as the parties may be advised. 


8. Tenants in Common—Owelty. 


Owelty of partition, when allowable, is a sum paid or secured, in case 
of partition in unequal portions, by him who received the larger and more 
valuable portion, to him who has received the less, in order to equalize 
values of the tracts apportioned among tenants in common of the lands in 
question. 


Apprat by defendant N. B. Outlaw from Ferguson, J., at March 
Special Term, 1922, of Lzenorr. 

Action to recover a sum of money as owelty, for the purpose of equal- 
izing a partition of lands among tenants in common, and to have the 
said sum made a charge on the property from which it is alleged to 
be due. 

1. John E. Outlaw owned the land, situated in Trent Township, and 
adjoining the lands of G. W. Rouse and others, and at his death it 
descended to his three brothers as his only heirs at law, namely, N. B. 
Outlaw, James A. Outlaw (the father of defendants, Lloyd Outlaw and 
Mrs. Eva Rouse), and the plaintiff Mangus Outlaw. 
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2. That the tenants in common executed to each other deeds for their 
several portions of the land, the deed of N. B. Outlaw and James A. 
Outlaw to the plaintiff reciting that the tract described in it contained 
160 acres, which were otherwise described merely by metes and bounds, 
the deed of plaintiff and James A. Outlaw to N. B. Outlaw reciting that 
the said tract of land contained 150 acres, and the deed from plaintiff 
and his brother N. B. Outlaw recited that the tract therein described 
contained 130 acres, all the tracts being otherwise described by metes 
and bounds. 

3. That by mistake of the surveyor and the mutual mistake of the 
parties, the tract conveyed to plaintiff for his share contained 111 71/106 
acres instead of 160 acres. That plaintiff, on 14 December, 1918, con- 
veyed his tract of land to one K. E. Sutton, who contracted with the 
Atlantic Coast Realty Company to sell the same for him, K. E. Sutton, 
and when it was being surveyed for that purpose the raistake as to the 
acreage was first discovered, as above set forth. 

4. When the mistake was thus revealed, it was agreed between plain- 
tiff and EK. EK. Sutton to rescind their transaction, the plaintiff surrender- 
ing all papers or liens taken by him from Sutton for the balance of the 
purchase money due to the plaintiff, and the latter paying back to 
Sutton the part of the purchase money he had already received. 

5. Certain allegations appear in the complaint, which, with the prayer 
for judgment, are as follows: that the said 48.29 acres of land, the 
deficiency recited as aforesaid, is reasonably worth the sum of $3,138.85, 
one-half of which amount plaintiff is entitled to recover from the defend- 
ant N. B. Outlaw, and the other one-half thereof from the defendants 
Lloyd Outlaw and Mrs. Eva Rouse. That the defendant Lloyd Outlaw 
has, pending this action, conveyed his interest in said lands to his sister, 
the defendant, Mrs. Eva Rouse, who now claims title to the entire tract, 
so quitclaimed as aforesaid to her father, the said James A. Outlaw, 
deceased. That the defendant N. B. Outlaw, prior to the institution of 
this action, conveyed the share of said land so conveyed to him as afore- 
said to his son, N. W. Outlaw. Wherefore, the plaintiff demands judg- 
ment: (1) That the portion of the lands so quitclaimed and conveyed 
as hereinbefore recited to James A. Outlaw, deceased, be charged with 
the payment of one-third of the value of the deficiency hereinbefore 
recited, that is, one-third of the value of 48.29 acres of land, that is, 
with the amount of $1,046.28, and that said amount be declared a lien 
thereon. (2) That the share quitclaimed and conveyed to N. B. Outlaw 
be charged with the payment of one-third of the value of the deficiency 
hereinbefore recited, that is, one-third of the value of 48.29 acres of 
land, that is, with the amount of $1,046.28, which amount be declared a 
lien thereon. (8) For judgment against the defendant N. B. Outlaw 
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for $1,046.28, the value of one-third of said 48.29 acres, the deficiency 
hereinbefore recited, upon the payment of which amount by said N. B. 
Outlaw the lien against the share so quitclaimed and conveyed to him 
to be discharged. 

6. An answer was filed by defendants, and issues made up, upon which 
the jury returned the following verdict: 

“(1) Did the plaintiff accept the deed for the portion of land con- 
veyed to him and the money paid to him by reason of a mutual mistake 
between himself, N. B. Outlaw, and J. A. Outlaw, deceased, as alleged? 
Answer: ‘Yes,’ 

“(9) If so, what sum is the plaintiff entitled to recover of the defend- 
ant N. B. Outlaw? Answer: ‘$680,’ 

“(3) If so, what sum is the plaintiff entitled to recover of the defend- 
ant, Mrs. Eva Rouse? Answer: ‘$108, ” 

7. Judgment was entered upon the verdict for the sums found to be 
due, and they were severally charged as liens upon the two shares, that 
allotted to N. B. Outlaw and the share allotted to Mrs. Eva Rouse, 
respectively, for the sums found to be due by each of them. 

The defendant N. B. Outlaw assigned the following errors: 

(1) To so much of the judgment as declares that the share of land 
belonging to N. B. Outlaw was subject to a lien in favor of the plaintiff 
for the payment of $680, with interest. 

(2) For that said attempted lien declared by judgment could in no 
view bind any one except N. B. Outlaw, and could not bind purchasers. 

He thereupon appealed from the judgment. 


Rouse & Rouse for plaintiff. 
Hood & Hood and Cowper, Whitaker & Allen for defendants. 


WaLxer, J. The contention of the plaintiff is that while the parti- 
tion was accomplished by the consent and agreement of the parties, and 
there is no provision therein for any charge for owelty or equality of 
division, such a stipulation or understanding is implied from the very 
nature of the transaction, it being a proceeding for partition, in which 
it is generally, if not universally, the rule to charge the larger or more 
valuable share with a sum to be paid to the one of less value, in order 
to effect an equal or equitable partition of the land. It has been said 
that owelty of partition is a sum paid or secured, in the case of partition 
in unequal proportions, by him who has received the larger and more 
valuable portion to him who has received the less, for the purpose of 
equalizing the portions. The power of awarding owelty of partition 
formerly rested in the court of chancery, and a court of law could not 
award it in a case of compulsory partition by writ. 21 A..& E. (2 ed.), 
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p.1179. Justice Hall'said for this Court: “I think the lands on which 
such sums are charged are not only securities for the moneys so charged, 
but are themselves the debtors. This appears to be just and fit, in a case 
where partition is made of lands between persons possessed of no other 
property. The law cannot contemplate the injustice of taking property 
from one person and giving it to another, without an equivalent, or a 
sufficient security for it.” Wynne v. Tunstall, 16 N. C., 28. There is 
no difficulty where the partition is a compulsory or judicial one, for in 
that case there is express statutory authority for the more valuable 
shares to be charged with sums to be paid to those of inferior value for 
the purpose of owelty or equality of division. C. S., 3222. But here 
the partition was made under an agreement between the cotenants, and 
the statute has no application, as the case is not within its terms. There 
is no provision in the agreement itself for a charge of owelty. Some 
courts intimate that perhaps it may be made in the absence of such an 
express stipulation. Long v. Long, 41 Pa. (1 Watts), at 269. Nor is 
there any trouble in deciding such a question where the parties are pro- 
ceeding in equity to effect a partition of their lands held in common. 
“In regard to partitions, there is also another distinct ground upon 
which the jurisdiction of courts of equity is maintainasle, as it consti- 
tutes a part of its appropriate and peculiar remedial justice. It is that 
courts of equity are not restrained, as courts of law are, to a mere parti- 
tion or allotment of the lands and other real estate between the parties 
according to their respective interests in the same, and Aaving a regard 
to the true value thereof. But courts of equity may, with a view to the 
more convenient and perfect partition or allotment of the premises, 
decree a pecuniary compensation to one of the parties for owelty or 
equality of partition, so as to prevent any injustice or unavoidable in- 
equality. This a court of common law is not at lberty to do; for when 
a partition is awarded by such a court, the exigency of the writ is that 
the sheriff do cause, by a jury of twelve men, the partition to be made 
of the premises between the parties, regard being had to the true value 
thereof, without any authority to make any compensation for any 
inequality in any other manner.” 1 Story Eq. Jur. (13 ed.), sec. 654, 
p- 661, ete. 

But where there is an agreement for partition, that is, a voluntary 
proceeding, some question may be raised as to whether a charge for 
owelty in partition can be made without being sanctioned by the parties 
in their agreement, and about this there seems to be scme discordance 
in the authorities. Some courts hold that there can be, for they treat 
the partition as in effect a sale of land and the charge of owelty as 
purchase money, and allow the charge as being in the nature of a 
vendor’s lien, which has not been adopted in this State (Womble v. 
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Battle, 88 N. C., 182), or as an extension of that doctrine. We have 
not been able to find any case decided by this Court precisely on the 
question here involved, nor were we cited to any such case. The plain- 
tiff in his brief offered us no authority for his position that he is entitled 
to have the amount due to him charged upon the land, from which it 
is due for owelty, and we imagine there was none to be found, else his 
counsel, by his usual and great diligence, would have given us the benefit 
of it. But however that may be, the law may still be with him, but we 
would not decide the question at this time, as there is one party, at least, 
who is vitally interested in such a decision, and who is not a party to 
this action, and that is N. W. Outlaw, the vendee of N. B. Outlaw. It 
is alleged in the complaint, and so appears to be, that before this suit 
was commenced, N. B. Outlaw sold and conveyed his share of the land as 
tenant in common to N. W. Outlaw, and as plaintiff’s principal if not 
his only equity is founded upon a mistake discovered in the acreage 
of the plaintiff’s share, it may be that N. W. Outlaw purchased the land 
for value and without notice of the alleged equity, and is entitled to 
take and keep his land altogether discharged of it. There is, at least, 
some allegation, if not proof, that he is a purchaser of that kind. This 
Court would not proceed to adjudge as to the rights of such a purchaser 
without having him a party to the record, so that all persons interested 
in this share of the land may be bound by the decree and thereby clear 
the title. He would be a proper party if not a necessary one. 

We will not, therefore, decide as to the charge or lien upon the share 
for owelty, or upon the other questions that may be involved, but modify 
the judgment so as to let it stand, as to the personal obligation of the 
defendant N. B. Outlaw, for the amount allowed as owelty because of 
the surveyor’s mistake as to the acreage (Henofer v. Reality Co., 178 
N. C., 584), and vacate it as to the charge upon the land for equality 
of division until N. W. Outlaw is either brought into this suit as a party 
or until by a separate action the share of N. B. Outlaw, purchased by 
him, is properly charged with the payment of the money, if liable for it. 
If N. W. Outlaw were a party, the case would present a most interesting 
question, which should be determined only upon the most careful and 
fullest consideration. 

Costs of this appeal to be paid by the plaintiff, there being really no 
contest as to the debt, but only as to the lien. 

Modified and affirmed. 
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DAILEY MOTOR COMPANY, Inc., er au. v. CHARLES H. REAVES, 
BEAULAH REAVES, anp SCOTTISH UNION AND NATIONAL INSUR- 
ANCE COMPANY, Inc. 


(Filed 25 October, 1922.) 


1. Courts—Jurisdiction—Statutes—Demurrer-—Special Appearance—Plea 
to Merits of Action—Waiver—Judgments. 

Where a nonresident defendant wishes to demur to “he jurisdiction of 
the court for the want of proper service of summons on him, be must 
enter a special appearance for that purpose and confine his demurrer to 
that objection alone; and where he has entered a general appearance, or 
demurred on the further ground that the court has no jurisdiction of the 
subject matter, it is to be taken as a general appearanc2 as to the merits, 
waiving the objection as to proper service, and he will be bound by the 
adverse judgment of the court having jurisdiction over the subject-matter 
of the action. C. S8., 511 (1). 


2. Same. 

The intent of the nonresident defendant to enter a special appearance 
and demur to the jurisdiction of the court upon the ground of insufficient 
service of summons on him, is ineffectual when it appears that he further 
denies in his demurrer the jurisdiction of the court over the subject- 
matter of the action, and thus goes to the merits of the controversy. 


8. Appeal and Error—Courts—Jurisdiction——Modification of Judgment-— 
Pleadings. 


Where the Superior Court judge has properly overruled the defendant’s 
demurrer to the court’s jurisdiction, and has omitted from his judgment 
an order allowing the defendant to plead over, the Siapreme Court, on 
appeal, will modify the judgment to the end that the Superior Court 
judge may supply this omission with the proper order. 


Appra by defendant from Devin, J., at April Term, 1922, of Waxz. 


E. J. Wellons for plaintiff. 
N.Y. Gulley for defendants. 


Waker, J. This is an action upon a note for $1,500, given as the 
price of an automobile, possession of which it is alleged was obtained by 
false and fraudulent representations of Charles H. Reaves, one of the 
defendants. It is alleged that after getting possession of the car at 
Graham, in this State, the defendants left the State, taking the auto- 
mobile with them, and changed their residence to Roanoke, Va., where 
they now are and have been ever since. They have now no property in 
this State, and there has been no personal service of process upon them, 
or either of them, and no attachment of their property, for they had 
none here, and, of course, no publication for them. The defendant 
demurred, unde: C. S., 511, subsec. 1, because it appeared that the court 
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had no jurisdiction of the persons of the defendants, and further, because 
the court has not jurisdiction of the subject-matter. 

It is said in Ogdensburg & R. R. Co. v. Vermont BR. R. Co., 16 Abbott’s 
Practice (N. Y.), 249, at p. 254: “It was urged that by interposing 
their demurrer defendants had conferred on the court jurisdiction of 
their persons, and this would be true had the demurrers been upon any 
other ground; but being solely on the ground that the court had not 
jurisdiction of their persons, and that they made a qualified appearance 
for the purpose of testing that question, and for no other purpose, it had 
no such effect. A defendant in an action has the right to appear spe 
cially for the purpose of raising the question of jurisdiction, and by so 
doing does not confer jurisdiction generally in the cause. Allen v. 
Malcolm, 12 Abb. Pr., N. S., 335; Sullivan v. Frazee, 4 Robt., 616; 
Seymour v. Judd, 2 N. Y., 464, 8; McCormick v. Penn. Cen. BR. RB. Co., 
49 Ind., 303, 9; Cumb. Coal Co. v. Sherman, 8 Abb. Pr., 248. The Code 
permits a defendant to demur on the ground that the court has no juris- 
diction of the person when this fact appears upon the face of the com- 
plaint; and when it does not so appear, to take the objection by answer 
(Code, sec. 144-147). But such objection is not to be deemed waived, 
even if not taken by demurrer or answer (Code, sec. 148); much less is 
it to be deemed waived by an appearance for the sole purpose of raising 
it in the exact method provided by the Code (4 Robt., 616). This 
objection to the jurisdiction of the court does not mean that the suit has 
been irregularly commenced, but that the person named as defendant is 
not subject to the jurisdiction or order of the court (Nones v. Hope 
Ins. Co., 5 How. Pr., 96). Hence, the inquiry is not as to the irregu- 
larity of the proceedings by which service of the summons has been 
made, but whether the defendant is such a person as can be subjected by 
process to the court’s jurisdiction. One over whose person the court 
has no jurisdiction is not bound to wait until final judgment and then 
seek relief by motion to set it aside. The Code gives him the right to 
present that contingency by pleading, and by appearing to exercise that 
right he does not waive it, nor in any way impair the force of the objec- 
tion. To hold otherwise would make the means provided for presenting 
that issue destroy the issue itself. In my judgment, the issue was 
properly taken by demurrer, and such demurrers present issues of law 
for the decision of the court (Code, sec. 249;:King v. Poole, 36 Barb., 
242, 7).” The objection, therefore, was properly taken by demurrer by 
the express words of C..S., 511, subsec. 1. 

It will be observed that in the case just cited, decided under the Code 
of New York, which is substantially like ours, the defendant did not 
simply demur because the court had no “jurisdiction of the persons” of 
defendants, but they first entered a special or qualified appearance for 
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the purpose of raising that question by the court as having important 
significance in its bearing upon the case. 

The fact that there should be a special or qualified appearance instead 
of a general one does not deprive the defendant of the right to demur 
on the particular ground assigned by them, for by appearing specially 
they could still demur on the same ground, or for the same reason, but 
they must not appear generally. In the latter part of the extract we 
have made from the Ogdensburg case, supra, the Court 1s manifestly 
referring to such a qualified appearance as will confer upon defendants 
the right to demur specially, as distinguished from a general appearance, 
which takes away that right. The right to demur for one of the special 
reasons assigned by defendants, that is, “want of juvisdiction of the 
person,” is not destroyed, or even impaired, by this construction or 
interpretation of the statutes, but is preserved both in its full integrity 
and its efficiency. This, at least, is the substantial result. The defend- 
ant in the Ogdensburg case supra, would not take the risk of a general 
appearance, but qualified its appearance twice, so that in the end it 
amounted, in that case, to little more, if anything, than a motion to 
dismiss under a special appearance. 

There is another view that may be taken of this matter. It appears 
by the demurrer that three objections are urged by defendants: first, 
that the court has no jurisdiction of the persons of defendants; second, 
none of the subject of the action; and, third, that the cause of action 
upon the policy of insurance is not maintainable because the policy was 
issued in the State of Virginia and the loss thereunder occurred in that 
state. The second and third grounds are considered in law as taken to 
the merits and not merely to the jurisdiction of the court over the persons 
of the defendants, and the appearance is in form and in truth a general 
one, which waives any defect in the jurisdiction arising either from want 
of service of process on defendants or from a defect therein. The de- 
murrer as to the second and third grounds was addressed to the merits. 
Ins. Co. v. Robbins, 59 Neb., 170. Said an able ard learned judge 
(Justice Mitchell), in Gilbert v. Hall, 115 Ind., 549: “A special 
appearance may be entered for the purpose of taking advantage of any 
defect in the notice or summons, or to question the jurisdiction of the 
court over the person in any other manner; but filing a demurrer or 
motion, which pertains to the merits of the complaint or petition, con- 
stitutes a full appearance, and is hence a submission to the jurisdiction 
of the court. Whether an appearance is general or special does not 
depend on the form of the pleading filed, but on its substance. If a 
defendant invoke the judgment of the court in any manner upon any 
question, except that of the power of the court to hear and decide the 
controversy, his appearance is general.” There are cases where the 
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defendant may make a quasi: appearance for the purpose of objecting to 
the manner in which he is brought before the court, and, in fact, to 
show that he is not legally there at all, but if he ever appears to the 
merits he submits himself completely to the jurisdiction of the court, 
and must abide the consequences. If he appears to the merits, no 
statement that he does not will avail him, and if he makes a defense 
which can only be sustained by an exercise of jurisdiction, the appear- 
ance is general, whether it is in terms limited to a special purpose or not. 
Nichols v. The People, 165 Ill., 502; 2 Ene. Pl. and Pr., 625. 

We must hold, upon principle and authority, that the defendants have 
made a full appearance in the case, and will be bound in all respects by 
the orders and decrees of the court. This result follows because they 
have not confined themselves to a special appearance for the purpose of 
raising the question of jurisdiction of the person, but have gone beyond 
that and asked for a hearing upon matters not relating solely thereto, 
but including other matters, as to the plaintiff’s legal rights and their 
own in regard to the policy of insurance, and still further, they have 
challenged the jurisdiction of the court as to the subject-matter of the 
action, and thereby waived any defect as to the jurisdiction of the 
person, the appearance being considered by all the authorities as a gen- 
eral one. This question is fully discussed in Scott v. Infe Association, 
1387 N. C., 515, where, at pages 518 and 519, we said: “The case was 
argued before us as if the defendant had entered a special appearance, 
and the plaintiff’s counsel insisted that having done so, the defendant 
could pot have the relief it seeks, nor could it appeal to this Court, citing 
Clark v. Mfg. Co., 110 N. C., 111. The argument of both counsel was 
based upon a misconception of the true nature of the appearance entered 
by the defendant. In the first place, it does not on its face purport to 
be a special appearance. It is true the defendant appeared solely for 
the purpose of moving to set aside the judgment, but as such a motion 
involves only the merits of the case, and is not confined to the one objec- 
tion that the court is without jurisdiction, it follows that an appearance 
entered solely for the purpose of making that motion is essentially a 
general appearance. The test for determining the character of an 
appearance is the relief asked, the law looking to its substance rather 
than to its form. If the appearance is in effect general, the fact that 
the party styles it a special appearance will not change its real character. 
3 Cyc., pp. 502, 503. The question always is what a party has done 
and not what he intended to do. If the relief prayed affects the merits 
or the motion involves the merits, and a motion to vacate a judgment 
is such a motion, then the appearance is in law a general one. Jdid., 
508, 509. The court will not hear a party upon a special appearance 
except for the purpose of moving to dismiss an action or to vacate a 
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judgment for want of jurisdiction, and the authorities seem to hold that 
such a motion cannot be coupled with another based upon grounds which 
relate to the merits. An appearance for any other purpose than to 
question the jurisdiction of the court is general,” citing 2 Ene. of Pl. 
& Pr., 632. 

Any course that, in substance, is the equivalent of an effort by the 
defendants to try the matter and obtain a judgment on the merits, in 
any material aspect of the case, while standing just outside the threshold 
of the court, cannot be permitted to avail them. A party will not be 
allowed to occupy so ambiguous a position. He cannot deny the 
authority of the court to take cognizance of his action for want of 
jurisdiction of the person, or proceeding, and at the same time seek a 
judgment in his favor on the ground that there is no jurisdiction of the 
cause of action. To illustrate the matter, they ask for an adjudication 
as to whether this court has jurisdiction, not merely of the person, but 
also of the subject-matter of this action. 

We repeat what is said in Scott v. Infe Association, supra: “An 
appearance for any other purpose than to question tke jurisdiction of 
the court over the person is general.” 

Examining the question presented in this case, though, in the light 
of actual authority, or decision upon it, we find this statement of the law 
in Enc. of Pl. and Pr., vol. 2, p. 621, a work of great merit and high 
authority, and devoted especially to subjects of this character: “But an 
objection to jurisdiction over the person, to be availing, must not be 
raised in connection with denial of jurisdiction over the subject-matter. 
An appearance to deny the jurisdiction of the court over the subject- 
matter is, according to the weight of authority, a general appearance. 
It is a familiar rule that a general appearance waives any defect in the 
process, and confers jurisdiction of the person. To avoid the effect of 
this rule, it is the common practice, when it is desired to take advantage 
of any defects in process and to deny jurisdiction over the person, to 
appear specially for that purpose only. <A special appearance is only 
proper when a party seeks to deny the jurisdiction of the court over his 
person.” We are there cited to Fitzgerald v. Fitzgerald, 187 U. S., 98, 
and other cases, in confirmation of the text, and they strongly and 
undoubtedly uphold it. Chief Justice Fuller said in the Fitzgerald case, 
supra, at p. 106: “By the amendment to its answer, its plea and 
motions, the defendant insisted that the court had no jurisdiction to 
proceed, and thereby declined to stand upon the objection to the service, 
and submitted itself to the decision of the court in respect to jurisdic- 
tion over the subject-matter, which jurisdiction, it is entirely clear, the 
court possessed. These proceedings were taken by defendant after dis- 
covering the alleged ground of objection to the service, and there was no 
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action on its part confined solely to the purpose of questioning the 
jurisdiction over the person. That such jurisdiction resulted under the 
circumstances admits of no doubt, and the rule to that effect seems well 
settled in those states having similar Codes (which are like ours),” citing 
Elliott v. Lawhead, 3 Ohio St., 171; Porter v. Chicago & Northwestern 
FRatlroad, 1 Nebraska, 14; Auliman v. Steinan, 8 Nebraska, 112; 
Merxell v. Kirkpatrick, 29 Kansas, 679. See, also, Handy v. Insurance 
Co., 37 Ohio St., 366; Hlhiott v. Lawhead, supra; Lowe v. Stringham, 
14 Wisc., 222. As well said of pleading to the merits, in any way, after 
objecting to jurisdiction over the person, “although the objection was 
good, we think the defendant waived it in several ways. The record of 
the justice shows that the parties appeared by their counsel, which, of 
course, in the absence of any qualification, must be construed to be a 
general appearance. And it isa familiar rule that a general appearance 
walves any defect in the process. This is too well settled to need the 
citation of authorities, To avoid the effect of this rule, it is the common 
practice, when it is desired to take advantage of such defects, to appear 
specially for that purpose only. We think it is also a waiver of such a 
defect for the party, after making his objection, to plead and go to trial 
on the merits. To allow him to do this would be to give him this advan- 
tage. After objecting that he was not properly in court, he could go in, 
take his chance of a trial on the merits, and if it resulted in his favor, 
insist upon the judgment as good for his benefit, but if it resulted against 
him, he could set it all aside upon the ground that he had never been 
properly got into court at all.” If a party wishes to insist upon the 
objection that he is not in court, he must keep out for all purposes except 
to make that objection. Lowe v. Stringham, supra; Caughey v. Vance, 
3 Chand., 315, 316; Thayer v. Dove, 8 Blackford, 567. But Reed v. 
Chilson, 142 N. Y., 152, comes nearer to the precise facts of this case 
and to a practical application of the principle now being considered. 
It there appeared, in an action to recover money, brought upon a Michi- 
gan judgment, that the summons was served out of the state, pursuant 
to an order of publication, upon defendants, who were nonresidents. A 
warrant of attachment was also issued, but no property was levied upon. 
Defendants entered a general appearance by an attorney, who served a 
general notice of retainer. An answer was served alleging that neither 
of the defendants were residents of the state nor had they any property 
therein, and that the court had no jurisdiction. The Court held that a 
gencral appearance In an action by an attorney for a nonresident defend- 
ant 1s equivalent to personal service of the summons and gives the court 
jurisdiction of the person of such defendant. It seems, when a non- 
resident does not intend to submit himself to the jurisdiction of the 
court, he may either appear specially for the purpose of raising the 
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question of jurisdiction. by motion, or he may allow the plaintiff to take 
judgment by default; the question of jurisdiction will be available if he 
has not waived it by his own act. The appearance and notice gave 
jurisdiction, and a personal judgment was properly rendered. We 
might cite cases and authorities almost indefinitely to the same purpose 
and effect, but those to which we have briefly referred will suffice to 
show how firmly and unquestionably it is established, that it is not only 
dangerous, but fatal, to couple with a demurrer, or other form of objec- 
tion based upon the ground that the court has no jurisdiction of the 
person, an objection in the form of a demurrer, answer, or otherwise, 
which substantially pleads to the merits, and, as we have seen, such an 
objection 1s presented when the defendant unites with his demurrer for 
lack of jurisdiction of the person, a cause of demurrer for want of 
jurisdiction of the cause or subject of the action, and that is exactly 
what was done in this case. 

The demurrer, so far as it relates to the cause of action on the policy 
of insurance, 1s another instance where the same rule was violated. 

To restate the matter more precisely, the defendants demurred on two 
grounds: (1) Want of jurisdiction of the person; (2) want of juris- 
diction of the subject-matter. 

If they had confined themselves to the first ground all might have 
gone well with them, but when they asked the court to adjudge as to 
the second ground, they converted their special appearance, if it was 
such, into a general one, as they asked for a decision cn the merits and 
thereby waived the other ground, as the above citations prove. 

It follows that defendants, by their demurrer, in the respects indi- 
cated, have appeared generally in the action, and therefore submitted 
themselves to the jurisdiction of the court. The judgment upon the 
cause of action was consequently properly entered, and must stand, as 
the court had general jurisdiction of 1t (an ordinary ac*ion of debt), but 
the defendants are entitled to answer over, and no doubt would have been 
permitted to do so had it been called to the attention of the court, the 
failure to insert such permission in the judgment »eing clearly an 
inadvertence. The court will grant such leave, when the case goes back, 
if defendants desire to avail themselves of it, and, with this slight modifi- 
eation, the proceedings of the court, including the judgment, are without 
error. 


Affirmed. 
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R. H. OWEN st ar. v. BOARD OF EDUCATION OF CUMBERLAND 
COUNTY ET AL. 


(Filed 1 November, 1922.) 


Injunction — Taxation — School Districts—Final Judgment—Hearing— 
Trials. 


On this appeal: Held, the trial judge properly dissolved a temporary 
order restraining the county board of education from levying a special 
tax for school purposes, pursuant to an election held upon the question in 
the district; but erred in adjudging that the defendants “go without day,” 
such being permissible only when the facts are admitted for the purpose 
or fixed and established at the final hearing. Davenport v. Board of 
Education, 183 N. C., 570. 


Crviz action, heard on return to preliminary restraining order, before 
Connor, J., on 12 June, 1922, from CumMBERLAND. 

The action is to challenge the formation of Seventy-first Consolidated 
School District in said county. To restrain a proposed bond issue, and 
the levying of a special tax to provide for same, pursuant to an election 
held in said district. And also the present location and erection of the 
school buildings within said district as now planned and intended by the 
school authorities. On the hearing the court made a full and compre- 
hensive finding of the pertinent facts, and entered judgment in terms 
as follows: 

“1, That the restraining order heretofore issued in this case be and 
the same is hereby dissolved. 

“2, That the election held in that part of the 71st Consolidated School 
District, excluding Kornbeau, is hereby declared valid and sufficient to 
authorize, and does authorize, the levying and collection of the special 
tax as asked for in the petition. 

“3, That the election held in the Kornbeau territory is hereby declared 
valid and sufficient to authorize, and does authorize, the levying and 
collection of the special tax as asked for in the petition. 

“4, That the two said districts were properly consolidated, and now 
constitute the 71st Consolidated School District. 

“5, That the bond election held in the 71st Consolidated District is 
hereby declared valid, and said bonds a legal and binding obligation 
when issued upon and against the 71st Consolidated School District, and 
the property therein. 

“And the proper authorities are hereby authorized and directed to take 
such further steps as may be necessary for the levying of said tax and 
the issuing of said bonds, and it is further decreed that the defendants 
go hence without day and recover their costs of the plaintiff and his 
surety.” 
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Rose & Rose, J. O. Tally, and Bullard & Stringfield for plaintrff. 
Oates & Herring, Shaw & Shaw, and Sinclair, Dye & Clark for 
defendants. 


Hoxs, J. The facts in evidence as they now appear of record are 
fully sufficient to support and justify the conclusions of the trial judge. 
As to the proper formation of the school district in question, the legality 
of the election and proposed bond issue and tax levy to provide for same, 
and the lawful selection of the proposed school site as contemplated by 
the authorities in control of the matter, and the judgment dissolving the 
injunction must be upheld. But we think his Honor went beyond the 
powers conferred upon him in undertaking to make a final determination 
of the rights of the parties, and adjudging that defendants “go without 
day.” Except where the facts are agreed upon or admitted for the 
purpose, such a judgment in a case of this kind may only be had at the 
final hearing and on the facts as they may be then fixed and established. 
This was virtually held in the recent case of Davenport v. Board of 
Education, 183 N. C., 570, and the ruling is in accord with the prevail- 
ing decisions on the subject. Galloway v. Board of Education, ante, 
245; Davenport v. Board of Education, supra; Moore v. Monument Co., 
166 N. C., 211. 

This will be certified that the judgment of the lower court be modified 
in accordance with this opinion. 


Modified. 





FRED D. WILLIAMS vy. FIREMAN’S FUND INSURANCE COMPANY. 
(Filed 1 November, 1922.) 


1. Insurance, Fire — Automobiles —- Dealers—Possession—Principal and 
Agent. 

An open dealer’s policy, insuring automobiles the insured has for gale 
against loss by fire, etc., from the time such automobiles “become the 
property of the assured, and continues (unless canceled) until said prop- 
erty is delivered to the purchaser, or until the same otherwise passes out 
of the possession of the assured,’ does not inelude within its intent and 
meaning an automobile that had been stolen and destroyed by fire when 
in the possession of the thief, but only those when so destroyed while in 
the possession of the assured, or some of his employees or agents having 
control thereof in the prosecution of the business of the assured. 

2. Same—Larceny. 

A policy against the dealer’s loss of automobiles by fire, while in his 
possession, ete., does not include within its protective terms a stolen auto- 
mobile which was destroyed while in the possession of the thief, the 
essential feature of larceny being a felonious transfer of possession, and 
contradictory to the intent and meaning of the terms of policy contract. 
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AppreaL by plaintiff from Connor, J., at the Fall Term, 1922, of 
CUMBERLAND. 

Civil action to recover on an insurance policy on an automobile, 
covering risk of destruction by fire and lightning, At the close of the 
testimony, and on motion made in apt time, there was judgment of 
nonsuit, and plaintiff excepted and appealed. 


Sinclair, Dye & Clark for plainttff. 
Tillett & Guthrie for defendant. 


Hoxe, J. The facts in evidence tended to show that on 24 April, 
1920, plaintiff had an open dealer’s policy of insurance on automobiles 
held by him for sale, covering risks of loss by fire and lightning to an 
amount not to exceed $5,000, and at said date, covering the machine in 
quéstion here and its value. That on 9 May, 1920, said machine was 
stolen from plaintiff’s garage in Fayetteville, N. C., and on 23 June, 
forty-six days thereafter, the charred remains of the automobile were 
found near Greenville, S. C., possession of same never having been 
recovered by plaintiff, the true owner. 

From a perusal of this policy it applies, and is intended to. apply, to 
machines properly designated and held by the insured for sale in his 
business at the time, and in section 5 of the policy, provision is made as 
follows: ‘This insurance, subject to the conditions and limitations of 
the policy of which this form is a part, covers such automobiles from 
the time they become the property of the assured, and continues (unless 
canceled) until said property is delivered to the purchaser, or until same 
otherwise passes out of the possession of the assured, this period in no 
event to exceed twelve months, or to extend beyond the termination of 
the policy.” 

It thus appears that by the express stipulation of the contract the 
policy extends its protection to machines only while in possession of the 
insured, or some of his employees or agents having control of same in 
the prosecution of his-business, and on the facts presented in this record, 
the machine could in no sense be considered as coming within the de- 
scriptive terms of the policy. An essential feature of the crime of 
larceny is a felonious transfer of possession, and both the language of the 
contract and provision, and the nature of the risk forbids that any 
recovery can be had for this loss. 

The eases of Lummus v. Ins. Co., 167 N. C., 654, and Lancaster v. 
Ins. Oo., 1538 N. C., 285, and others, are in general approval of his 
Honor’s judgment directing a nonsuit, and same is 

Affirmed. 
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MARY BH. HORNER et at., Hers aT Law or SOPHRONIA MOORE HOR- 
NER, v. THE SOUTHERN RAILWAY COMPANY and THE OXFORD 
AND HENDERSON RAILROAD COMPANY. 


(Filed 1 November, 1922.) 


1. Judgments by Consent—Contract—Consideration—Pleadings. 


A consent judgment may be made effective and extended to any matters 
that may be agreed upon by the parties that are within the general juris- 
diction of the court, and the position is untenable that. as in case of an 
adversary judgment, it is restricted to the matters presented in the 
pleadings. 


2. Railroads — Carriers — Right of Way —- Consent Judgment — Depot 
Terminals—Heirs at Law—Reverter. 


In plaintiff’s action to recover from a railroad company upon a consent 
judgment entered in a suit brought by their ancestor to compel the 
running of trains over the lands of her predecessor in title, to an “old 
depot, the terminal lands having been acquired by the defendant by mesne 
conveyances in fee, a judgment was entered by the court: upon the consent 
of the parties, that purported, in express terms, to aprly to and include 
both the lands used for a right of way exclusively, and for the location 
of a station: Held, the term “right of way,” applied to railroad com- 
panies, may include the depot site and grounds ordinarily used in the 
operation of a railroad; and the judgment in question evinced the intent 
of the parties that the depot site and grounds should revert upon the final 
cessation of its use for railroad purposes; and the plaintiffs in the present 
action, as heirs at law of the plaintiff in the former one, are entitled to 
recover it. This position is fortified by the fact that the locus in quo was 
the only land acquired by the defendant by mesne conveyances from the 
predecessor in title of the plaintiffs’ ancestor. 


CLARK, C. J., did not sit. 


AppEaL by plaintiffs from Kerr, J., at the April Term, 1922, of 
GRANVILLE. 

Civil action, tried by consent of the parties before the judge. The 
action is principally to determine the ownership of two acres of land 
formerly used by defendant roads for its terminal station, in the town 
of Oxford, N. C., and on the hearing it was properly made to appear 
that on 13 September, 1879, James H. Horner, now deceased, conveyed 
to the Oxford and Henderson Railroad a right of wav eighty feet in 
width through all the lands of said grantor situate in Granville County, 
and extending from one-half mile beyond present junction to the point 
on the map now known and designated as Williamston Street. That 
later, on 31 October, 1879, said James H. Horner conveyed to W. F. 
Beasley ten acres of his land in said county abutting on Williamston 
Street, and said Beasley, acting in promotion of the railroad enterprise, 
conveyed. two acres of said ten acres to the Oxford and Henderson Rail- 


N. 6.) FALL TERM, 1922. 271 
Horner v. R. R. 


road for a terminal station, which said two acres included part of the 
eighty feet right of way extending from the Tanyard Branch to William- 
ston Street. That subsequently the property rights and franchises of 
the Oxford and Henderson Railroad were acquired and used by the 
Southern Railway, and after using said right of way for some time, the 
Southern Railway evinced a purpose to abandon the said terminal sta- 
tion and right of way acquired from James H. Horner and W. F. 
Beasley, from Williamston Street through the lands of said Horner to 
the present junction point, now used for terminal station in said town. 
Thereupon, Mrs. Sophronia Horner, sole devisee of James H. Horner, 
and ancestor in title of present plaintiffs, in 1896 instituted a civil 
action in the Superior Court of Granville County against the Southern 
Railway and the Oxford and Henderson Railroad to compel the exercise 
of its railroad franchise along and upon the right of way and station 
obtained through deeds of J. H. Horner or forfeit all right and title 
thereto to the plaintiff, Sophronia Horner. This cause was settled by a 
consent judgment in terms as follows: 

“This cause coming on upon complaint and answer, and the matters 
in controversy having been adjusted between the parties by consent of 
all the parties hereto. It is ordered and decreed that the defendant, the 
Southern Railway Company, pay to the plaintiff herein the sum of $150 
in full satisfaction of all the claims set up in the complaint, and of all 
other arising out of the occupation of any part of the land of the plain- 
tiff as right of way and of any and all change of route by defendant of 
any railroad operated by it in or near Oxford, N. C. It is further 
ordered that upon the removal by the defendants, or either of them, of 
the railroad track from any part of the right of way conveyed to or 
obtained by either defendant from the late James H. Horner and wife 
as right of way for the location of a station or upon the final cessation to 
use the same, the title to so much of said right of way as the track shall 
be removed from, or the use of which shall have been finally abandoned 
shall revert to the plaintiff herein, the defendant having the right to use 
the right of way for railroad purposes only (this decree in no wise to 
affect any right of way between Oxford and Henderson, but only to affect 
the spur track which now runs to the old depot). This decree shall also 
be operative in respect to any part of this right of way which was con- 
veyed to the Oxford and Henderson Railroad Company by mesne con- 
veyances from the late James H. Horner and wife. Defendant to pay 
costs. No witness fees for plaintiff; $12.54 costs, 

“Henry R. Bryan, 
“Judge Superior Court, Presiding.” 
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Under and by virtue of this judgment, it is contended by plaintiffs 
that they own the said abandoned right of way from the junction to 
Williamston Street, and including the two acres formerly used for a 
terminal station, and for defendant it is insisted that the two acres used 
for the station did not pass to plaintiffs. On the facts in evidence, and 
admissions of the parties, there was judgment for defendant as to the 
old depot site, and plaintiff excepted and appealed. 


A. W. Graham & Son and Robert C. Strong for plaintiffs. 
Hicks & Stem for defendant. 


Hoxr, J. In Holloway v. Durham, 176 N. C., 551, it is said that in 
case of an adversary judgment the jurisdiction of the court is restricted 
to the matters presented in the pleadings, but that a consent judgment 
under our decisions may be made effective and extended to any matters 
that may be agreed upon by the parties, and which are within the gen- 
eral jurisdiction of the court. 

In reference to the latter position, the Court further said: “The 
decisions of this State have gone very far in approval of the principle 
that a judgment by consent is but a contract between the parties put. 
upon the record with the sanction and approval of the court, and would 
seem to uphold the position that such a judgment may be entered and 
given effect as to any matters of which the court has general jurisdic- 
tion, and this with or without regard to the pleadings,” eiting Bank v. 
McEwen, 160 N. C., 414; Bunn v. Braswell, 189 N, C., 1389, and other 
cases, 

Recurring, then, to the terms of this consent judgment on which the 
rights of these parties must depend, it is clear, we think, that the parties 
intended to pass to Sophronia Horner, ancestor in title of plaintiffs, the 
entire right of way obtained from J. H. Horner, her husband, whenever 
the same was abandoned by the companies, and extending from the 
junction to Wilhamsboro Street, and including the twe acres formerly 
used for a terminal station. The term “right of way,” when applied to 
a railroad company, may, in proper instances, very well be extended to 
include the depot site ordinarily used in the operation of the road. 22 
R. C. L., p. 847; 33 Cye., p. 643. 

And in this instance the judgment purports, in express terms, to apply 
to and include both the land used for a right of way and for the location 
of the station. And to put the matter beyond all question, the judgment 
closes with the provision that the same shall be operative also in respect 
to any part of the right of way which was conveyed to the Oxford and 
Henderson Railroad Company by “mesne conveyances from the late 
James H. Horner and wife.” 
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The only mesne conveyance is that through the deed from W, F. 
Beasley for this two acres for a terminal station, and the judgment, 
therefore, in our opinion, contemplates and provides that as this part 
of the road shall be abandoned it shall revert to the Horner heirs, both 
the right of way which came to the road directly from James H. Horner 
and indirectly through the mesne conveyance to W. F. Beasley. There 
is error, and this will be certified that judgment be entered for plaintiff. 

Error. 


Crarx, C. J., did not sit. 


FRANK BROTHERS AND COMPANY vy. A. LEFKOWITZ. 
(Filed 1 November, 1922.) 


Principal and Agent — Evidence — Ratification—Issues——Questions for 
Jury—Trials. 


Defendant, a storekeeper, denied the authority of his clerk to purchase 
goods from the plaintiff in his behalf, and refused to receive them upon 
their delivery at his store. The clerk sold a part of the shipment to a 
third person, turned the proceeds over to the defendant, who gave his 
clerk his check, which the latter mailed to the plaintiff, and it was re- 
turned because of the words written thereon “in full to date.” The 
defendant had shipped the goods to the plaintiff. On the defendant’s 
appeal, from the county court, from a judgment directed against him: 
Held, the Superior Court judge correctly set aside the judgment and 
ordered a jury trial upon the issues of agency and ratification, under the 
conflicting evidence in the case. 


AprraL by plaintiffs from Harding, J., at May Term, 1922, of 
Forsytu. 

This action was begun before Starbuck, J., of the Forsyth County 
Court, and was heard on appeal by Harding, J., in the Superior Court. 
In September, 1920, S. R. Reymer, a clerk of the defendant Lefkowitz, 
in Winston, N. C., purchased of the plaintiffs, doing business in 
New York, a consignment of shirts amounting to $758.88, representing 
that he was the purchasing agent for the defendant. ‘The goods were 
shipped to the defendant at Winston. The defendant testified that 
the clerk had no authority to make such purchase, and that he knew 
nothing of it until the box containing the shirts was delivered in front 
of his store in October, 1920. The defendant testified that as soon as 
he found that the box of merchandise was there he refused to have any- 
thing to do with it, and told Reymer that he had no authority to buy 
them. There was evidence that Reymer took some of the shirts out of 
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the box and sold them to a local merchant, Teichman Brothers, for $153. 
The box was then nailed up and shipped back to New York the same 
day. Abont sixty or ninety days thereafter, Reymer handed to the 
defendant the money received for the shirts sold to Teichman Brothers, 
and defendant gave him his check for $153, which was mailed to plain- 
tiffs. There is no controversy that Reymer bought the goods represent- 
ing that he was a buyer for Lefkowitz, and that the quantity and price 
of the goods were as stated. The plaintiffs, on recetot of the $153, 
returned it because there was written on it the words, “In full to date.” 
There was correspondence and evidence introduced upon the disputed 
question whether Reymer was authorized to purchase the goods, and also 
upon the question of ratification. On the trial before Judge Starbuck, 
he instructed the jury that if they believed the evidence to return a 
verdict in favor of the plaintiffs for $758.88. On aspeal to Judge 
Harding, he set aside the judgment below, and ordered a new trial, to 
the end that issues might be submitted to the jury as to the authority of 
Reymer to make the contract, and upon the question whether the con- 
tract had been ratified by the conduct of the defendant, from which 
judgment the plaintiff appealed. 


Hastings & Whicker for plaintiffs. 
J. EH. Alexander for defendant. 


Crark, ©. J. There is a conflict of evidence upon beth these points 
which, we think, 1s sufficient to justify and require that these issues 
should be submitted to the jury, as directed by the judge of the Superior 
Court, and his judgment to that effect is 

Affirmed. 





ALEX. F. BURNEY et at. v. COMMISSIONERS OF BLADEN 
COUNTY ET AL. 


(Filed 1 November, 1922.) 


1. School Districts—Consolidation—Taxation—Elections—-Constitutional 
Law. 

Where a school district has been made of consolidated special tax and 
nonspecial tax territory, by the county board of education, and thereafter, 
at an election held for the purpose, according to law, the question of 
taxation for school purposes has been submitted to each of the old dis- 
tricts comprising the new or consolidated one, and they each have voted 
favorably upon the question, the result is not the levying a tax upon the 
nonspecial tax district without the legal approval of the voters therein, 
and the taxation so approved is constitutional and valid. 
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2. Same—Statutes—Ratification—Curative Acts, 


A statute allowing an existing consolidated school district to submit the 
question of taxation and the issue of bonds for school purposes to the 
district is not prohibited by Article II, section 29, or the amendments of 
1920 to the State Constitution, as to general legislation upon local or 
private affairs in “establishing or changing the lines of school districts” ; 
and the Legislature, having the authority to enact a law of this character, 
when an election has been held approving this proposition, even if without 
warrant of law, may cure the defect by subsequent ratification and con- 
firm the results of the election previously held. 

3. Constitutional _Law—Amendments—School Districts—Poll Tax—Ap- 
peal and Error—Costs. 

Since the constitutional amendment of 1920, a tax by a school district 
upon the poll with the property tax, under a statute authorizing it, is 
unconstitutional as to the poll tax, and where the property tax is legal 
and valid, the taxation upon the poll will be eliminated, and the valid 
part upheld by the courts. On this appeal the cost is taxed equally 
between the parties, 


Appuat by plaintiffs from Bond, J., at chambers, 18 September, 1922, 
from BLAvDEN. 

Civil action to restrain the defendants from levying and collecting 
certain special school taxes in Brown Marsh Township School District, 
Bladen County, upon the alleged ground that the elections under aiiok 
said taxes were approved by a majority of the qualified voters resident 
within the district were illegally held, and are therefore void. 

From an order denying the application for injunctive relief, plaintiffs 
appealed. 


R. D. Dickson for plaintrff. 
Henry L. Williamson for defendants. 


Stacy, J. It is alleged in the complaint and admitted in the answer 
that on 25 April, 1921, the whole of Brown Marsh Township, Bladen 
County, comprising four nonspecia] tax districts and one special tax 
district, was consolidated by the board of education of said county into 
one township high school district. Thereafter, on 6 June, 1921, an 
election was ordered in said consolidated district, or township, to ascer- 
tain the will of the people in regard to levying “a special annual tax 
of not more than 80 cents on the $100 valuation of property and 90 cents 
on each poll within said district to supplement the public school funds, 
which may be appropriated to such district by the county board of 
education for the maititenance and running of a proper school therein.” 

At the same time another election was ordered to be held in said 
district for the purpose of ascertaining whether or not a majority of the 
qualified voters resident in the district wished to approve a bond issue 
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to the amount of $25,000 for the purpose of building, rebuilding, and 
repairing the schoolhouses therein, and furnishing the same with suit- 
able equipment, and thereupon to authorize the levy and collection of an 
annual tax of not more than 30 cents on the $100 valuation of property 
and 90 cents on each poll in said district for the purpose of paying the 
interest on and creating a sinking fund for the retirement of said bonds 
at maturity. 

These elections were held together on 12 July, 1921, and both resulted 
in a favorable majority vote, not only in the territory of the original 
special tax district and nonspecial tax districts voting separately, but 
also in the entire consolidated district, or township, voting as a whole. 
The taxes authorized by these elections have been levied and collected 
for the year 1921, levied for the year 1922, and the bonds in question 
have been issued and sold. 

The defendants contend that the first election was properly held under 
the law then in force, whether tested by the requirements of C. S8., 5473, 
as amended by Puble Laws 1921, ch. 179, C. S., 5511, or C. S., 5526 
and 5530, as construed by this Court in Hicks v. Comrs., 183 N. C., 394; 
Perry v. Comrs., 183 N, C., 387, and Riddle v. Cumberland, 180 N. C., 
321; and that the second election was clearly authorized by C. S., ch. 95, 
art. 39. On the other hand, both of these propositions are controverted 
by the plaintiffs. 

Tt will be observed that the consolidation of the cistricts, which 
occurred on 25 April, 1921, is not specifically attacked by the plaintiffs; 
but, even if it were, we think the present consolidation should be ap- 
proved under the decisions in the Hicks, Perry, and Riddle cases, supra. 
‘The voters have had a free and untrammeled opportunity to pass upon 
the questions submitted for their approval, both in the original special 
tax territory and the nonspecial tax portion of the district, counting the 
votes in each separately, and then counting them in the entire district 
as a whole; and this with substantial conformity to the requirements 
of the statutes bearing upon the subject. Both of the propositions met 
with but little opposition at the polls. The bonds have been issued and 
sold, and they are now in the hands of innocent purchasers for value. 
Under these circumstances, we should be slow to impair their validity, 
unless the defect were such as to require us to do so. 

But the gravamen of the complaint is that the elections subsequently 
held in the already consolidated district or township were called and 
held without proper warrant of law, and are therefore void. Regardless 
as to how the technical regularity of these elections may be viewed, 
conceding the district was properly established under the general law 
then in force, we think it was within the power of the Legislature to 
ratify and to confirm the results of these elections, and to validate the 
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issuance of said bonds, and thus cure any defect, if such existed, as it 
did by ch. 82, Private Laws, Extra Session, 1921. Board of Education 
v. Comrs., 183 N. C., 300. Barring certain exceptions, the general rule 
is that the Legislature may validate retrospectively any proceeding 
which it might have authorized in advance. Anderson v. Wilkins, 142 
N. C., 157. In a very recent case, Charlotte Harbor & Northern Ry. 
Co. v. Welles et al. (decided 16 October, 1922), the United States 
Supreme Court, speaking to this question, said: “In support of the 
contention of the petition, plaintiff in error makes a distinction between 
a curative statute, which it is conceded a Legislature has the power to 
pass, and a creative statute, which, it is the assertion, a Legislature has 
not the power to pass. The argument in support of the distinction is 
ingenious and attractive, but we are not disposed to review it in detail. 
The general and established proposition is that what the Legislature 
could have authorized, it can ratify if it can authorize at the time of 
ratification,” citing U. 8. v. Heinszen, 206 U. S., 870; Wagner v. Balti- 
more, 239 U. 8., 207; Stockdale v. The Insurance Companies, 20 Wall., 
323, 

The act we are now considering nowhere undertakes to establish a new 
school district, nor to change the lines or boundaries of one already 
existing. Its only purpose was to ratify and to confirm the results of 
certain elections which previously had been held in the then existing 
districts, It is clear, we think, that the present act is not in conflict 
with Article II, section 29, of the State Constitution, prohibiting, as 
this section does, among other things, any local, private, or special legis- 
lation in regard to “establishing or changing the lines of school dis- 
tricts.” Here, it will be noted, the inhibition is against establishing or 
changing the lines of school districts by any local, private, or special 
legislation, but not against providing ways and means for the general 
prosecution of educational work in the district already established. 
Roebuck v. Trustees, ante, 144; Honeycutt v. Comrs., 182 N. C., 319. 

We observe, however, that a tax of 90 cents on the poll was approved 
in each election, and that this has been levied along with the property 
tax in both instances. This is not a county tax, but a special district 
tax. Hence, the poll tax must be held to be invalid under the constitu- 
tional amendment of 1920. Hammond v. McRae, 182 N.C., 754. See, 
also, concurring opinion in Ballou v. Road Com., 182 N. C., 473. The 
property tax will be upheld. 

As thus modified, the judgment of his Honor denying the plaintiffs’ 
application for injunctive relief is approved. 

The costs of this appeal will be divided equally between the parties. 

Modified and affirmed. 
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G. E. WILSON et aL. v. COMMISSIONERS OF BLADEN COUNTY et At. 
(Filed 1 November, 1922.) 


(For digest, see Burney v. Comrs., next preceding.) 


AppxEat by plaintiffs from Bond, J., at chambers, 24 June, 1922, from 
BLavDEN. 

Civil action to restrain the defendants from levying and collecting 
certain special school taxes in a high school district composed of French’s 
Creek Township and a part of Colly Township, Bladen County, upon 
the alleged ground that the elections under which said taxes were ap- 
proved by a majority of the qualified voters resident within the district 
were illegally held, and are therefore void. 

From an order denying the application for injunctive relief, plaintiffs 
appealed. 


R. D. Dickson for plaintiffs. 
Henry L. Williamson for defendants. 
Reed, Dougherty & Hoyt appearing as amici curie. 


Perr Curtam. The pertinent and controlling facts in the instant case 
are substantially the same as those in Burney v. Comrs., ante, 274, and 
for the reasons assigned in that opinion, just rendered—the two cases 
being governed by the same principles—it follows that his Honor below 
was correct in denying to the plaintiffs the relief sought. The poll tax, 
however, must be held to be invalid, while the property tax will be 
upheld. 

Let the costs be divided. 

Modified and affirmed. 





IN THE MATTER OF NATALIE BLAKE. 
(Filed 1 November, 1922.) 


1. Divorce—Husband and Wifc—Parent and Child—Habeas Corpus— 
Courts—QJurisdiction—Juvenile Courts. 

The Superior Court, in which a suit for divorce is pending, has exclu- 
sive jurisdiction as to the care or custody of the children of the marriage, 
before and after the decree of divorcement has been entered, C. 8., 1664, 
and though by proceedings in habeas corpus under the provisions of C. S., 
2241, the custody of a child of the marriage may be awarded as between 
parents each of whom claim it, this applies only when the parents are 
living in a state of separation, without being divorced, or suing for a 
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decree of divorcement; and where the decree of divorcement has been 
granted without awarding the custody of minor children of the marriage, 
the exclusive remedy is by motion in that cause. Quere, whether the 
statutes relating to the juvenile courts confer jurisdiction in such in- 
stances, 


2. Constitutional Law—Supreme Court—Supervisional Powers—Remedial 
Writs —- Habeas Corpus — Divorce-——Custody of Children—Courts— 
Jurisdiction—-~Motions—Notice. 

Where a parent erroneously seeks the custody of a minor child of the 
marriage by proceedings in habeas corpus, after decree of divorce has been 
entered upon suit in the court of a certain county, without providing 
therefor, the Supreme Court, on appeal, having regard for the best inter- 
est of such child before the motion can be made in the.court having 
granted the divorce, may exercise its powers given by Const., Art. IV, 
sec. 8, to generally supervise and control the proceedings of the inferior 
courts by remedial writ, or process; and on this appeal from an order of 
the Superior Court judge, erroneously hearing the matter upon proceed- 
ings in Aabeas corpus, the Supreme Court adjudges that the custody of 
the child shall remain with the mother, as directed by the judge hearing 
the same, until the mother can properly seek her relief upon motion made 
in the action granting the divorce at the next term of the said court, or 
as soon thereafter as the judge may hear the same, upon giving the 
respondent ten days previous notice of her application. 


8. Appeal and Error—Costs—Habeas Corpus. 


On appeal from the order of the Superior Court judge erroneously hear- 
ing proceedings in habeas corpus and awarding the custody of a child of 
the marriage, after a decree of divorcement had been entered: Held, the 
petitioner will pay the costs of this appeal, and the proper judge hearing 
the motion to be made in the said cause will determine its ultimate pay- 
ment as between the parties. 


AppraL by defendant from Bond, J., in habeas corpus proceedings, 
heard at December Term, 1921, of Waxes. 


D. E. Henderson, Evans & Eason, and Murray Allen for respondent, 
appellant. 
No counsel for appellee. 


Waker, J. This is a petition for a writ of habeas corpus to deter- 
mine the custody of a child eight years of age, heard by his Honor, 
W. M. Bond, at December Term, 1921, of Wake Superior Court. The 
petition was filed by Mrs. Christine Muse, mother of the child, Natalie 
Blake, against Hubert M. Blake, the child’s father. 

The court rendered judgment awarding the custody of the child to 
the mother, and directing the payment of $15 per month by the father 
to the mother to be applied to the child’s support. The respondent 
excepted to this order, and appealed. The order is set out in full in 
the record. 
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The court finds, among other facts, that on 28 April, 1919, the peti- 
tioner was granted an absolute divorce from the respondent, Hubert M. 
Blake, in the Superior Court of Mecklenburg County, North Carolina, 
and that no order has ever been made in said action for the custody of 
the child, Natalie Blake. 

The exceptions to the order entered in this cause are based upon the 
following grounds: 

1. Want of jurisdiction to determine the custody of the child. 

2. Want of power to order respondent to contribute to the support of 
the child. 

By C. S., 1664, it is provided that, “After the filing cf a complaint in 
any action for divorce, whether from the bonds of matrimony or from 
bed and board, both before and after final judgment therein, it is lawful 
for the judge of the court in which such application is or was pending to 
make such orders respecting the care, custody, tuition, and maintenance 
of the minor children of the marriage as may be proper, and from time 
to time modify or vacate such orders, and may commit their custody 
and tuition to the father or mother, as may be thought best; or the court 
may commit the custody and tuition of such infant children, in the first 
place, to one parent for a limited time, and after the expiration of that 
time, then to the other parent, and so alternately: Provided, that no 
order respecting the children shall be made on the application of either 
party without five days notice to the other party, unless it shall appear 
that the party having the possession or control of such children has 
removed or is about to remove the children, or himself, beyond the 
jurisdiction of the court.” See Howell v. Howell, 162 N. C., 287. 
Except as between parents, the right of custody of a child cannot be 
determined by writ of habeas corpus. ©. S., 2241; In re Parker, 144 
N.C.,170. And it is essential that the parents must be living im a state 
of separation “without being divorced” before the court has power in a 
habeas corpus proceeding to determine the custody of a child. Such 
power is based upon C. §., 2241, which provides: “When a contest shall 
arise on a writ of habeas corpus between any husband aad wife, who are 
living in a state of separation, without being divorced, in respect to the 
custody of their children, the court or judge, on the return of such writ, 
may award the charge or custody of the child or children so brought 
before it either to the husband or to the wife, for such time, under such 
regulations and restrictions, and with such provisions end directions as 
will, in the opinion of such court or judge, best promote the interest and 
welfare of the children. At any time after the making of such orders 
the court or judge may, on good cause shown, annul, vary, or modify 
the same.” (Italics ours. ) 
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When this statute is considered in connection with C. S., 1664, quoted 
supra, it becomes apparent the Legislature intended that the custody of 
children, where there had been a divorce of the parents, shall be deter- 
mined by the court in which the divorce is granted, and, where there is 
no divorce, by proceedings in habeas corpus. Jurisdiction of the court 
in which a divorce is granted to award the custody of a child is exclusive 
and continuing. In re Krauthoff (Mo.), 177 8. W., at p. 1118. The 
Court held in the case of In re Morgan, 218. W. (Mo.), 1122, constru- 
ing a divorce statute similar to ours, that pending a suit for divorce 
in a court having jurisdiction of the parties and subject-matter, another 
court will not interfere by writ of habeas corpus with either party’s 
possession of their children, “notwithstanding Rev. Stat., sec. 5415, 
which provides that in all proceedings on habeas corpus between husband 
and wife, for the custody of their children, the court may award the 
custody to the complainant or other guardian as shall be deemed best.” 

Under our statute, C. S., 1664, a divorce suit is pending for the pur- 
pose of an order as to the custody of children after as well as before 
final judgment. This statute expressly vests in the divorce court the 
power to award the custody of children, and from time to time to modify 
or vacate its orders, and the necessary implication is that this jurisdic- 
tion is exclusive. It is said in Corpus Juris, p. 341, that “this jurisdic- 
tion continues during the state of minority, and is subject to be invoked 
at any time within that period, and will not be interfered with by process 
issuing out of other courts.” In Page v.' Pope, 166 N. C., 90, an 
action for divorce from bed and board was pending between the parents 
of an infant child and a dispute arose as to the custody of the child. 
The mother filed a petition for a writ of habeas corpus. In holding that 
the remedy was by motion in the divorce cause, the Chief Justice said: 
“Indeed, if for any reason the plaintiff had been entitled to an order for 
the custody of the child, pending the appeal, and had been living in this 
State, she should have proceeded by a motion in the cause before the 
court below, and a writ of habeas corpus did not properly he in any 
event.” It was suggested on the argument, and it may be with some 
show of reason, that if jurisdiction to pass upon the custody of the child 
is not exclusively in the court in which the divorce decree was granted, 
it would appear to reside in the juvenile court under the provisions of 
©. S., 5039 et seg., the appellant relying strongly on In re Hamilton, 
182 N. C., 44. | 

In general, the only object of a writ of habeas corpus is to set at large 
the person illegally restrained of his liberty. But in the case of a child, 
the court is permitted to go further and fix the custody of the child. 
We do not find that the power of the court has ever been held to extend 
beyond this limit, and to give other relief for its advancement and bene- 
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fit (In re Samuel Parker, 144 N.C., 170; 12 Ruling Case Law, p. 1253), 
and its special powers with respect to controversies relating to children, 
their custody, support, etc., comes to it from statutory provisions, for, 
as was well and wisely said by Justice Hoke, in the case of In re Samuel 
Parker, supra, at p. 175, in his opinion (the writer of this opinion 
having coneurred therein): “Section 1853, Revisal, was enacted to 
enable the court to make proper regulations as to the care and custody 
of children as between husband and wife who are liviag in a state of 
separation without being divorced. It seems to be confined to such 
cases, and has, to my apprehension, no perceptible bearing on the case 
before us.” 

While we therefore arrive at the conclusion that the judge below had 
no jurisdiction or power to proceed in this matter, but that the jurisdic- 
tion belonged solely to the Superior Court of Mecklenburg, where the 
parents were divorced, by force of the express provisions of the statute, 
we must decide what should be done with the child until the court which 
granted the divorce can assume its proper jurisdiction and award its 
custody, provide for its support, and make such other orders and direc- 
tions for its care and protection as may be called for in the premises, 

It is further pertinently said by Justice Hoke, in the Samuel Parker 
case, supra: “The authorities are to the effect that in this country the 
disposition of the child rests in the sound legal discretion of the court, 
and that it will be exercised as the best interest of the child may require. 
Newsome v. Bunch, 142 N. C., 19; Tiffany on Persons and Domestic 
Relations, p. 308; Shouler on Domestic Relations, sec. 240. The best 
interest of the child is being given more and more prominence in cases 
of this character; and, on special facts, has been made the paramount 
and controlling feature in well considered decisions. Bryan v. Lynn, 
104 Ind., 227; In re Welsh, 74 N. Y., 299; Kelsey v. Greene, 69 Conn., 
291. Again, I think it is well established that while, in habeas corpus 
proceedings concerning the custody of children, the power of the court 
is ordinarily restricted to freeing them from illegal restraint and allow- 
ing them to select their placing, or go where they please, that this is 
only true where the child, in a given case, is of years of discretion and 
sufficient intelligence to determine the question for itself; and where it 
is otherwise, when the child is not of proper age or sufficient intelligence 
to determine for himself, the court must decide for him, and make orders 
for his being placed in proper custody,” citing Musgrove v. Kornegay, 
52 N. C., 73; In re Wollstonecraft, 4 Johnston Chan., 79; Mayne v. 
Baldwin, 5 N. J. Eq., 454; Church on Habeas Corpus, sec. 489; 15 
A. & E., p. 185, note 5. 

We are of the opinion, therefore, that under our general powers, as de- 
fined in the Constitution, Art. TV, sec. 8, which confers jurisdiction upon 
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this Court to issue any remedial writs (or process) necessary to give 
it a general supervision and control over the proceedings of the inferior 
courts, we are not compelled, while reversing the judge’s order in this 
case—for want of special jurisdiction to make and enforce—to transfer 
the custody of the child to the respondent, but having the good of the 
child constantly before us, we may make such order for its custody and 
care temporarily, and until proper application may be seasonably made 
by the petitioner, the mother of the child—which child is of tender years, 
and too young to act discreetly for itself—to the Superior Court of 
Mecklenburg County for such order as it may see fit to make regarding 
the custody and support of the child; and, meanwhile, we direct that the 
mother retain custody of the child until her application can be heard 
and passed upon by the said court. The mother’s application to the 
said court will be made on the first day of the next term of the Superior 
Court of Mecklenburg County, or at such other time and place as that 
court may then direct it to be heard, but at least ten days notice of said 
application shall be given before the first day of the next term of said 
court to the respondent. 

The judgment of the court below will be reversed, subject to the 
temporary provision herein made for the custody of the child, pending 
the further litigation of the matter. 

The plaintiff will pay the costs of this Court in the appeal, but with- 
out prejudice to any application she may make to the Superior Court of 
Mecklenburg County to determine the ultimate payment of the same, 
and to make any other orders or provisions which may be proper and 
according to law. 

Error. 





C. M. SOLES, ADMINISTRATOR oF D. S. SOLES, v. ATLANTIC COAST LINE 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 


(Filed 1 November, 1922.) 


1. Carriers—Railroads—Commerce—Federal Law. 

Where a common carrier is sued in the courts of this State for damages 
for personal injury alleged to have been caused by the defendant while 
employed in interstate commerce, our courts apply the rule for the ascer- 
tainment of defendant’s actionable negligence recognized and enforced in 
the Federal courts. 

2. Same—Evidence—Questions for Jury—Nonsuit—Trials, 

In an action to recover damages of carrier in interstate commerce for 
the negligent killing of its flagman sitting asleep or apparently uncon- 
scious on the rail of defendant’s track in front of an approaching train, 
the liability on the part of the defendant for the negligence of its engineer, 
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on the issue of negligence, depends upon whether he had exercised due 
care after discovering the perilous condition of the plaintiff’s intestate, 
and the evidence in this case was sufficient to take the case to the jury. 
The difference between the rule as applied under the State and Federal 
decisions discussed by WALKER, J. 


AppraL by plaintiff from Connor, J., at November Term, 1921, of 
CoLuMBUS. 

Civil action to recover damages for death of plaintifi’s intestate, 
alleged to have been caused by defendant’s negligence. 

We will first state the material portion of the evidence, it being partly 
the defendant’s statement of it, but principally the part taken by us from 
the record itself. 

It seems necessary to give the substance of the testimony fully, as the 
court below nonsuited the plaintiff upon it. 

The defendant, through its agent, David Faulk, trestle foreman, em- 
ployed plaintiff’s intestate, who was a boy about fourteen years of age, 
after having been forbidden by the boy’s father and mother to do so, for 
the reason that the employment was dangerous and the father and 
mother were not willing that the boy should be exposed to the risk; and, 
notwithstanding the agent had been so informed, the boy was employed 
at Tabor, N. C., on Saturday or Sunday, and carried to a point near 
Smithfield, N. C., on defendant’s line, where he was killed the following 
Tuesday, while sitting on the right-hand side of the rzil with, his feet 
toward the center of the southbound track of defendani’s railroad, and 
with his elbows on his knees, something like this (witness indicating), 
with his head in his hands, dropped over like that (witness indicating), 
and apparently asleep. It was a bright, warm, sunshiny day. 

The train was a freight, and had exploded two torpedoes on the track 
five or six hundred yards from where the boy was killed, and, notwith- 
standing this noise, and the sounding of the whistle and other noises, the 
boy did not move from the time the train came in sight until he was 
struck by the engine (having a cowcatcher), run over, and his body 
severed, the upper part of it being left on the outside of the rail and the 
legs on the inside, without any bruises. 

C. M. Soles testified: “I. am the administrator of my son, D. S. 
Soles; his mother is now living. He was 14 years old end five months, 
lacking 7 days. We had him in school most of the time. He’had done 
some work around there. He worked for me. I never paid him any- 
thing when he worked for me. He worked all the wav from 50 cents 
down to something like 25 and 50 cents an hour for other people. He 
was perfectly healthy. As healthy a boy as I have ever seen. I have 
never had to call a doctor for him but once, and that was a little bilious 
attack, but he was up the next day sitting around the house. I live in 
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Mount Tabor, in Columbus County. To Smithfield from Tabor the fare 
on the railroad is $4.98. I don’t know what the distance is. My boy 
went off on Sunday evening and Tuesday morning I got the news about 
the middle of the day, I suppose somewhere between twelve o’clock and 
maybe one, of his death. He was working under David Faulk, trestle 
foreman. He spoke to me about employing the boy. Mr, Faulk em- 
ployed hands. This is the same trestle foreman who had a talk with 
‘me, under whom he was working at the time he was killed, while in the 
employ of the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Company. He asked me 
and his mother if he could carry this boy back with him to Enfield. 
I think, if I am not mistaken, he was stationed at Enfield at that time. 
He asked me if he could take the boy up there. The boy, I guess, knew 
we wouldn’t let him go. We told him that he could not go. His mother 
asked him if that wasn’t dangerous work, and he said it was. She said 
he simply could not go, and I told him I didn’t want him to go. We 
went off to the farm, We had a farm out there, nine miles. Faulk 
came after him after we went there, and said that the boy had written 
him a letter and told him if he would let him know when he came back 
he would go back with him, that his mother and I (his father) had 
agreed for him to go back. I told him if the boy had written that, 
he had written something not so; that we didn’t agree for him to go. 
I did not know until he was killed the actual time he was employed. He 
went off Sunday evening; we missed him Monday morning, and Tuesday 
about one o’clock I got the telegram. The only way I knew he had 
zone off with Faulk was what his little brother said about it. This boy 
had no legal guardian appointed by the court. I did not see the boy 
after he was killed. I have been to where they said he was killed. I 
am about 52 years old. I will be 52 the first day of December. My 
son, D. 8S. Soles, was not married. My wife is a year younger than 
I am. J had older children, they were all married and moved away. 
He contributed to the support of myself and wife. All of the work he 
did he did with us. He did work around the house when he was not 
in school. He worked around the house before and after school. The 
character of the work when he was not in school was principally plowing 
and working on the farm. He did the same work I was paying $2.50 
a day to have done. When he worked out for other people, we used the 
money in the family. He had not done much work off. I am unable to 
work. I have a kidney trouble that works me and am unable to do any 
work at all, unless it is light work, mighty light. JI don’t know what 
kind of kidney trouble I have. The doctor told me I had kidney trouble. 
He told me I was seriously afflicted with kidney trouble; that my time 
was short, and I wouldn’t live very long. I have six children older than 
this boy. The married children do not contribute anything to my sup- 
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port. I don’t know whether he would contribute anything to my sup- 
port or not, but he wasn’t married. I don’t know whether he would 
have gotten married or not. He was an intelligent boy and weighed 
about 125 pounds and did whatever I told him to.” 

J. Y. Baker testified: “I live in Johnston County, between Four 
Oaks and Smithfield. I was 700 or 800 yards from D. {$. Soles when he 
was killed on the main line, which was well graded and double-tracked. 
The train was going up the grade and the boy was a little bit over the 
tip of the grade. From the north track was straight 66 rails. I counted 
them. I saw the boy before he was killed walking around on the track. 
I saw him about fifteen minutes after he was killed. ‘The boy was cut 
in two across the lower part of his body. Huis head lying on outside of 
rail, his feet on inside of outside rail on southbound track, he had no 
bruises at all. Eight or ten cars had passed over his body. You can see 
about 60 rails a man lying down on the track. It was up-grade. Mr. 
Soles had me to count the rails with Mr. Stanley. Mv place is about 
four hundred yards from where the boy was killed. My grist mill about 
one hundred yards. From Neuse River going south, the main Atlantic 
Coast Line track runs up-grade and then down to Black Creek. This 
train was a freight train, and I guess it runs from Rocky Mount, N. C., 
to Florence, 8. C. I did not see this accident, but I saw the boy about 
fifteen minutes before the accident and he was walking about. I was 
too far off to tell whether he had the flag in his hand or not, but I knew 
he was up there and I saw him walking around.” 

C. G. Norris testified: “At the time the boy was killed I was working 
on the trestle force of the Atlantic Coast Line in Johnston County under 
D. M. Faulk, the foreman, with D. 8. Soles. I was on top of the trestle 
at the time he was killed, about four hundred yards north of him. He 
‘was flagging. He took a flag when he left us. I heard the train blow 
before it came around the curve. I looked up and sew the boy. It 
looked as if he was sitting on the right-hand rail on the southbound 
track. It looked as though he might have been sitting on the railroad 
on the side of the rail with his elbows on his knees, something like this 
(witness indicates), with his head in his hands, dropped over like this 
(witness indicates). He was facing the inside of the track. I said on 
the rail on the right-hand side going south. He didn’t move that I 
could tell. JI was looking at him when the train hit him. He was 
sitting down and they blowed three or four short blows at him. It 
looked like it knocked him off the track on the outside. ‘The engine had 
a cowcatcher coming to a point in front. I went down to where he was 
killed. The track was straight and up-grade for three or four hundred 
yards, I guess. When he left the construction force he carried a flag 
and some torpedoes. I saw him place the torpedoes. Five or six hun- 
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dred yards north of where he was killed. They were placed cross-ways 
the rail with little fasteners bent under the rail. They make a noise 
when the train strikes them. I heard a noise like the torpedoes but 
couldn’t say it was that. Mr. Faulk, the trestle foreman of the railroad, 
employed me, and he was in charge of the gang. He employed others 
before and after me. I am 23 years old and a native of Columbus 
County. We left him along the track as we were going to work with 
his flag and torpedoes. I was in the car with Mr. Faulk and this boy 
when Mr. Faulk took him out and dropped him at the place where he 
‘was to flag, and the balance went on down to the trestle in the motor car. 
We left him at a certain place with a flag and some torpedoes for the 
purpose of flagging the train. He was to protect the people working 
on the trestle. Mr. Faulk told him carefully about flagging the train. 
He told him he must flag it and that he must, under no circumstances, 
go to sleep. I heard him tell part of it. I heard him tell him that if 
anything whatever came down there to flag it until he called him in. 
He told him he must be very careful to flag it. He gave him a flag. 
I heard the train blow a signal whistle before I saw it strike him. And 
just a short while before he was struck, I heard the engine make sharp 
warning signals. I heard the brakes. They made considerable fuss. 
I was on the trestle. From my estimate it is 4 or 5 hundred yards from 
where the boy was struck. The boy was north of Black Creek, a httle 
south of the top or peak of the grade, about twenty-five yards. When 
the engine came over the peak and sounded the warning, the boy looked 
to be sitting there with his hands on his knees. If he moved I didn’t 
see him. Faulk went to the boy immediately.” 

D. J. Stanley testified: “I live about one mile from where the boy 
was killed. I was about 75 yards away when he was killed. I heard 
the train blow on the other side of the trestle. I heard it cross the draw 
bridge, and then it commenced blowing. I heard the torpedoes. The 
train kept blowing and continued to blow. I was at the edge of the 
right of way. I saw the boy when he was run over. He was cut right 
in two. His head was on the right-hand side of the rail and his body 
on the inside. Eight cars passed over his body after the engine and 
tender. It was a warm, sunshiny day. It was hot. I saw the boy out 
there the day before. He was flagging. Some gentleman was out with 
him the day before who looked to be instructing him. I saw him aboyt 
nine or ten o’clock. I saw him about 20 minutes before he was killed. 
I saw him from time to time that morning. I saw him walking up and 
down the track with a flag in his hands. JI am a carpenter and was 
working by the track that day. It was a through freight train. I saw 
him often while going to the spring. I spoke to him something like 
half an hour before he was killed. He was standing up then. I didn’t 
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see the accident. After the train crossed the river it exploded two tor- 
pedoes close to the curve, it then blowed as if blowing for signals. I 
heard the engineer put on the brakes, they were severe, but he waited 
until he got on him to put them on. I went there immediately and 
helped to get him out, and counted the cars that passed over him. There 
was a bunch of bushes between where I was working and where he was 
killed, and I could not see him.” 

Mrs. C. M. Soles testified: “Iam the mother of D. 8S. Soles, deceased. 
He was too young to be married. I know the trestle gang foreman he 
was working for when killed. I told him ‘No, sir,’ when he asked me 
about the boy working for him. He told me that it was dangerous. 
I am fifty years old. He was the oldest boy at home, and the largest 
one and the healthiest one, was the reason why I depended on him. 

“(). How, in regard to being able to work, was he? A. Why he was 
perfectly healthy and able as any boy I have ever seen to know anything 
about, of his age. 

“The court: You mean you were depending upon him? A. I de 
pended upon him for anything he could make. 

“The court: What I mean is, you were depending on him because 
he was a boy and until he was 21 you expected him to stay at home? 
A. Yes, sir; I certainly did. 

“The court: After he was 21, what would you expect? <A. I would 
expect him to stay with me until he got married or waned to go out for 
himself. 

“He could read and write. He was a truthful boy. I depended on 
what he told me. I did not tell him he could go with Faulk. If he wrote 
to Faulk that I didn’t object to him going, I undoubtedly did not agree 
to it. If he wrote the letter it was a mistake somewhere. I cannot be 
positive about his handwriting. I found him a truthful boy.” 

Defendant moved to nonsuit plaintiff; motion sustained; plaintiff 
excepts, and appealed from the judgment. 


H. L. Lyon and Irvin B. Tucker for plaintsff. 
Rountree & Carr for defendant. 


Waker, J. We will assume in the discussion of this case, that D. S. 
Soles, the flagman, was guilty of contributory negligence in going to 
sleep upon the track, and thus exposing himself to grave peril, and 
which did result in his death. But this is not all of the case, as the 
question still remains to be decided, whether the engineer, after he dis- 
covered the peril of the intestate, had sufficient time, with the appliances 
at hand, by the exercise of due care, to prevent the injury. The rule of 
this Court is, in ordinary cases, that if by the exercise of due care he 
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could have discovered the peril of the intestate in time to have avoided 
the result, the defendant would be hable: But we are proceeding under 
the Federal statute, and must decide according to the Federal law, as 
expounded by its highest Court. 

The rule, under the law as applied by the Federal courts in cases of 
negligence, is that the defendant is liable, if it could have avoided the 
injury which, in this case, caused the death of the intestate, by the 
exercise of ordinary care, only after discovering his perilous situation. 
Judge Taft, referring to this principle in Newport News and M. W. Co. 
v. Howe, 52 Fed. Rep., 362, used this pertinent language: “As applied 
to eases like the present, therefore, we believe the rule relied on by the 
counsel of plaintiff below should be construed to mean that the negli- 
gence of the plaintiff will be no defense, if the defendant, after he knew 
the peril of plaintiff, did not use due care to avoid it.” And adverting 
to certain expressions of the Court relating to the same question in 
Inland & Seaboard Coasting Co. v. Tolson, 189 U. S., 551, he said: 
“This would seem to show that, in the opinion of the Supreme Court of 
the United States, knowledge of plaintiff’s peril was required to make 
the rule applicable.” And in Lnttle Rock R. and E. Co. v. Billings, 173 
Fed. Rep., 903, Justeces Van Devanter, Sanborn, and Pollock thus state 
the rule of the Federal Court, applying it to a state of facts very much 
like those we have here: “As deduced from the foregoing authorities, 
and many others that might be cited, this qualification may be stated as 
follows: A., who by his own negligent act or conduct, has placed himself 
in a position of imminent peril, of which he is either unconscious or 
from which he is unable to extricate himself if conscious, may not be 
carelessly, recklessly, or wantonly injured by B., who, after he has dis- 
covered and knows the helpless and perilous condition of A., and has it 
within his power to avoid doing him an injury by the exercise of. reason- 
able care and diligence in the use of such instrumentalities as he can 
command; and the failure to exercise such reasonable care and diligence 
on the part of B. under such circumstances will constitute actionable 
negligence, rendering him liable in damages to A., notwithstanding the 
prior negligent act of A. in placing himself in position to receive the 
injury.” This rule was expressed substantially the same way in Grand 
Trunk R. Co. v. Ives, 144 U. S., 408 (36 L. Ed., 485), and in Southern 
Railway Company v. Gray, 241 U. S., 3383 (60 L. Ed., 1030). See, also, 
Buckworth v. Grand Trunk Western Railway Co., 127 Fed. Rep., 307; 
N.Y., etc., R. Co. v. Kelley, 93 Fed. Rep., 745; Smith v. BR. RB. Co., 210 
Fed Rep., 414. And so, when dealing with a Federal question, we must 
apply the common law as construed and administered in the United 
States courts. Western Union Telegraph Co. v. Milling Co., 218 U. £., 
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406; 8. C. R. R. Co. v. Finan, 153 Ky., 340; Sou. Ry. Co. v. Howerton, 
105 N. E. (Ind.), 1026, opinion by Justice Myers. 

Tt seems to us, therefore, that, considering the special and peculiar 
facts of this case, the question is, as was said in Newport News and 
M. W. Co. v. Howe, supra, by Justice Taft, and in Ratlway Co. v. Gray, 
supra, by Justice McReynolds, whether the engineer had sufficient time 
after he actually discovered the dangerous situation of the intestate, by 
the exercise of due care, to have avoided the injury to the boy which 
resulted in his death. In the Gray case, supra, there was held to be no 
such evidence, but here we must hold, upon the testimony, that there was 
some under which the jury might reasonably have found, as a fact, 
that after the engineer first actually discovered the flagman’s peril, he 
had sufficient time with the means and appliances at his command to 
have brought his engine and cars under such control, as eventually to 
have stopped them, if it became necessary to meet the emergency, in 
that way, and save the flagman’s life. One of the witnesses, Mr. Norris, 
testified that he was on the top of the trestle at the time the intestate was | 
killed, about four hundred yards north of him. He heard the train 
blow before it came around the curve, and, looking up, saw the boy, and 
he appeared to be sitting on the right-hand rail and on the southbound 
track, with his elbows on his knees and his head in his hands. He did 
not move although they sounded the whistle three or fcur times, which 
attracted Norris’ attention at the distance he was from the place. The 
track was straight and up-grade for three or four hundred yards. The 
intestate had placed his torpedoes and they exploded with the usual 
noise when the train struck them. This and other evidence was suffi- 
cient for the jury to find that the intestate was sitting on one rail of the 
track with his elbows on his knees, his position indicating that he was 
asleep and unconscious of the approach of the train, and that this ap- 
peared to the engineer in time for him to take the proper measures te 
put his train under control and to stop it, if need be, to avoid killing the 
boy; and, again, the jury, when they have been apprised of all the 
facts—the defendant having introduced no testimony-—may conclude 
that the engineer had not sufficient time to act and save the boy after he 
first discovered, if he did discover, the true situation. The jury might 
even find, upon the facts as now disclosed, that the engineer had no such 
time, as was required for the purpose, to act prudently and save the boy, 
after he first saw him. But that does not signify that there is no evi- 
dence to the contrary. As the case now stands, there is evidence tending 
to establish either of the two contentions, and as reasonable men might 
differ in regard to it, the jury must decide the question. The torpedoes 
exploded with the usual attendant and loud noise, ard the engineer 
sounded the signals with the whistle which was calculated to warn one 
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not asleep or unconscious, but the continued silence and stillness of the 
boy, he not having moved or responded to them, was at least some notice 
to the engineer that he was unaware of his surroundings and the impend- 
ing danger, as he still sat in deep, oblivious slumber. 

It may be, too, that the engineer did not actually see him in time to 
have stopped his train, if he found it necessary, but this must be decided 
upon the testimony, there being sufficient circumstances at present to 
show that he probably did see the boy asleep on the track, and not con- 
scious of the train’s approach, at a time when he could have stopped his 
train by the exercise of ordinary care, if it was required to prevent 
injury to the boy. We repeat that the jury must find, in order to 
charge the defendant with lability for negligently killing the boy, that 
the engineer did see the danger to the boy in time, by the exercise of 
ordinary care, to have saved him. This is the rule which is upheld in 
the Federal courts, 

Two reasonable men might come to different conclusions upon the 
testimony as now developed, which makes the case one for the jury, 
whereas, ‘when it is fully heard, it may, perhaps, be easily seen that 
there was no culpable negligence. It is not clear now that there was 
none, and while the evidence is not of a definite or entirely satisfactory, 
and certainly not of a conclusive, character, it would be difficult to say 
that there was absolutely none, or less than a scintilla of proof. 

In this view of the case it is not imperatively required that we should 
consider at this time the other question raised by the plaintiff, and we 
will therefore leave it for future decision, when we are confronted by 
such a necessity. 

The nonsuit must be set aside and a new trial awarded. 

New trial. 





PEARSALL AND COMPANY vy. L. C. HAKINS. 
(Filed 1 November, 1922.) 


1. Constitutional Law—Statutes—Police Powers—Fertilizers-——Analysis— 
Agricultural Department—Evidence. 


Statutes requiring evidence of the analysis of fertilizer, made by a 
State department, showing a deficiency in the ingredients used therein 
and different from those represented in the warranty of sale, in order to 
recover for damages to crops caused by their use, are constitutional and 
valid within the exercise of the police powers of the State. C. S., 4697, 
and recent amendments thereto. 
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2. Statutes—Fertilizer—Analysis—Agricultural Department—Evidence— 
Actions—Counterclaims. 


In order to recover damages to the crops caused by the use of fertilizer 
containing a harmful deficiency of its ingredients, contrary to the seller’s 
warranty, the statute, C. 8., 4698, with its recent amendments, requires 
evidence of its analysis, showing the alleged deficiency, made by the State 
Agricultural Department, and whether sold upon a special contract, not 
waiving the benefit of the statute, or under the protection of the statute 
alone, such evidence is essential to defendant’s recovery upon a counter- 
claim set up by him in plaintiff’s action upon the note for the purchase 
price. 


AppreaL by defendant from Bond, J., at February Term, 1922, of 
New Hanover. 

This was an action brought by the plaintiff for the recovery of a 
certain sum of money due by contract, and secured by a crop lien, exe- 
cuted by the defendant to the plaintiff, for the purchase of certain 
fertilizers. 

The defendant admitted the purchase of the fertilizers and the execu- 
tion of the contract, and that same had not been satisfied, but defendant 
set up a counterclaim for damages to his crops, alleging that the ferti- 
lizer did not come up to the guaranteed analysis, and that it had borax 
in it, and ‘that borax was deleterious to crops, and by the use of the 
fertilizer containing this borax his crops were damaged in a certain 
amount. 

The plaintiffs rephed, pleading noncompliance with C. S., 4697, as a 
necessary prerequisite to asserting the counterclaim against plaintiffs. 

The plaintiffs offered in evidence the admissions of tle defendant, as 
Stated in the defendant’s brief, and in addition to that, offered in 
evidence the fourth paragraph of the answer, which states “that no part 
of the indebtedness on the note had been paid.” So there was no sub- 
stantial dispute between the parties, as to the liability of the defendant 
to plaintiff, and the amount thereof, unless defendant was entitled to 
recover on his counterclaim. 

In his effort to prove the counterclaim, defendant went on the stand 
and told about the crop that he contemplated planting, oifering to testify 
as to some conversation he had with Mr. Pearsall, a member of the 
plaintiff’s firm. This was objected to by plaintiff, and ruled out by the 
court on the ground that the defendant was not suing in his counter- 
claim upon a special contract, but only on the contract implied by law, 
which was based upon the analysis printed upon the bags, as required 
by the statute. Defendant thereupon admitted that he had no evidence 
to show that any samples had ever been drawn, in accordance with the 
statute (C. S., 4697), and that he had no evidence that the chemist of 
the Department of Agriculture had ever analyzed any samples drawn, 
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as required by law, which showed borax or other deleterious ingredients. 
In fact, he admitted that the requirements of C. S., 4697, had not been 
complied with at all, although “the action was a suit for damages from 
results of use of fertilizers.” Thereupon, counsel for plaintiff moved to 
nonsuit defendant upon his counterclaim, which was granted, and moved 
for judgment on the note, or contract, which was not resisted, and was 
also granted. Defendant appealed. 


Rountree & Carr for plainttff. 
Herbert McClammy, E. Croswell Robinson, and K. O. Burgwin for 
defendant. 


Waker, J. The only question, as it seems to us, except as stated, 
which is presented to the Court for decision in this case is whether the 
cross-action on the counterclaim can be brought when it is admitted that 
the provisions of C. S., 4697, were in no respect complied with. We 
understand the defendant to virtually admit that to be the only question, 
and he insists that under the case of Tomlinson v. Morgan, 166 N. C., 
557, such an action is maintainable. 

We deem it sufficient to say that since that case was decided, the 
Legislature has changed the statute, and for the express purpose of re- 
quiring the Department of Agriculture, its officers and agents, as directed 
thereby, to furnish the testimony, or at least an important and essential 
part of it, upon which actions for injuries to crops by the use of ferti- 
lizers can be brought and successfully maintained, and failing in this 
respect, that no such action can be sustained. This was for the purpose 
of placing the responsibility for ascertaining the truth as to the contents 
of the fertilizer in the hands of the highest authority in the State—the 
Agricultural Department, which acts under expert guidance. 

This statute is the last declaration of the legislative body as to the 
requirements necessary before a suit may be maintained for damages 
due to defective or deficient fertilizers, and, for the purpose of showing 
this, it would be more accurate to quote from the statute as follows: 
“Provided, that no suit for damages from results of use of fertilizer 
may be brought except after chemical analysis showing deficiency of 
ingredients, unless it shall appear to the Department of Agriculture 
that the manufacturer of said fertilizer in question has, in the manu- 
facture of other goods offered in this State during such season, employed 
such ingredients as are outlawed by the provisions of this article, or 
unless it shall appear to the department of agriculture that the manu- 
facturer of such fertilizer has offered for sale during that season any 
kind of dishonest or fraudulent goods.” 
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We think no one will dispute the power of the Legislature to enact 
this statute, in the exercise of its police power, or to say under what 
conditions the courts of the State may be used for the purpose of litiga- 
tion. The wording is plain and the requirements have not been com- 
plied with. No samples were taken of these fertilizers, as required by 
law, and no analysis by the chemist of the Department of Agriculture 
was ever made, and no attempt was made to prove, nor any offer to show 
that it was brought to the knowledge of the Department of Agriculture 
that the manufacturer of said fertilizer has offered, during the season, 
other outlawed or dishonest or fraudulent goods. 

Plaintiffs rely upon the recent case of Fertilizer Co. v. Thomas, 181 
N. C., 274, and defendant’s counsel attempt to distinguish that case upon 
the grounds that there was a special contract, and that there was an 
analysis which showed that the fertilizer did not contain borax. As we 
read the Thomas case, supra, the decision is put squarely upon the terms 
of the statute, C. S., 4697, although the decision could also have been 
sustained upon the terms of the special contract, if that was not im- 
pliedly done. In fact, it has been held by this Court that, in the absence 
of a special contract, the parties must look for their rights in such cases 
to the terms of said statute. Fertilizer Works v. Aitken, 175 N. C., 398. 

Defendant has directed our attention to the case of Patterson v. 
Orangeburg Fertilizer Company, 108 S. E. (S. C.), 401. It is sufficient 
to say that apparently there was no such statute in South Carolina as 
the one relied upon herein, and the decision of that case, as we under- 
stand it, was based upon principles of the common law, and really has 
no proper application to this one, which must necessarily be determined 
by a consideration and construction of our statute bearing upon the 
subject involved. That case, though, seems to accord generally with 
our former decisions upon the liability of the seller of fertilizers for 
deficiency therein which causes loss or injury to crops resulting from 
their use. Carter v. McGill, 168 N. C., 507 (S. ¢., 171 N. C., 775). 
See, also, Guano Co. v. Livestock Co., 168 N. C., 442. 

The present case may well be decided upon the admissions of the 
defendant and the uncontested facts. Defendant has not complied with 
the provisions of the statute, which expressly forbids “any suit for 
damages resulting from the use of a fertilizer except after chemical 
analysis showing deficiency of ingredients, unless,” ete, and defendant 
has not brought his case within the terms of this last or qualifying 
clause or proviso by proving, or offering to prove, tae facts therein 
required to appear, in order to take his case out of the terms of the first 
clause or proviso. If there was a deficiency, in that borax was sub- 
stituted for potash, the former being a deleterious substance and inju- 
rious to crops, the defendant should have proved first the analysis 


N.C.] FALL TERM, 1922. 295 


BankK v. VASS. 


showing the deficiency, under the clear terms of the statute, because it 
is provided thereby that no suit for damages resulting from the use of 
the fertilizer may be brought until the analysis is made, and shows the 
deficiency of ingredients. 

The evidence sought to be introduced was properly rejected, and was 
so manifestly incompetent and irrelevant, under the pleadings and perti- 
nent issues, as to require no discussion of it. 

No error. 





RALEIGH SAVINGS BANK AND TRUST COMPANY, Truster UNDER THE 
Witz or A. B. ANDREWS, DEcgEaseEp, v. W. W. VASS, INDIVIDUALLY AND A8 
TRUSTEE UNDER THE WILL oF W. W. VASS, DeEcEASED, AND J. 8. KOONCE. 


(Filed 8 November, 1922.) 


1. Adjoining Landowners—Light and Air—Boundaries—Party Walls. 

The owner of lands in the business section of a city, unless otherwise 
restricted by his deed, may build upon his land to the line of a store 
building on the lands of an adjoining owner, though by so doing he will 
close the windows or openings of the owner on that side of his building, 
and to that extent deprive it of light and air. 


2. Same—Deeds and Conveyances. 

The legal implication that when the owner of lands conveys a part 
thereof he grants all those apparent and visible easements on the part 
retained which were at the time used by the grantor for the benefit of the 
part conveyed, and were reasonably necessary for its use, cannot be made 
effective against the contrary intent of the grantor as gathered by a 
proper interpretation of the deed. 


8. Deeds and Conveyances—lInterpretation. 


A deed to lands will be so construed as to effectuate the intent of the 
parties as gathered from each and every related part. 


4. Same—Adjoining Landowners—Light and Air—Party Walls—Alleys— 
Hasements. 

A conveyance of a part of the owner’s lands from a line running in the 

center of a dividing wall of his store building in the business section of 

a city, conveys to the grantee the right to build to that wall; and where 

the right to the permanent joint use of an alleyway running along this 

wall is also conveyed by or reserved in the deed, the conveyance or reser- 

vation of this right does not preclude the grantee from using the party 

wall by arching over the alleyway and preserving its proper use as such. 


ApprEAaL by plaintiff from Devin, J., at May Term, 1922, of Waxe. 

The pertinent facts embodied in the case agreed and the judgment of 
the court thereon are as follows: 

1. That on 15 April, 1907, by a deed duly recorded in the office of 
the register of deeds for Wake County, in Book 219, at page 359, the 
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defendant W. W. Vass, as trustee under the will of W. W. Vass, deceased, 
purchased from the Royall and Borden Furniture Company the property 
described in said deed, situate at the northeast corner of Wilmington 
and East Hargett streets, and running east along East Hargett Street 
for the distance mentioned in said deed and north along said Wilmington 
Street for the distance mentioned in said deed. 

At the time of the purchase, there stood at the corner of Wilmington 
and East Hargett streets a building then occupied by the Royall and 
Borden Furniture Company, and which building had stood there for 
many years, having for a period of twenty-five or thirty years been used 
as the Central Hotel, and in the building fronting east there were win- 
dows on the first, second, and third floors, with a basement entrance to 
the cellar of said building, and through said windows light and air were 
furnished to the said building on the east. 

That upon completion of said purchase, the premises were vacated by 
the Royall and Borden Furniture Company, and the corner building 
was leased as a grocery store to M. Rosenthal, who still occupies the 
same, and the defendant Vass, as trustee, built on the lot fronting on 
East Hargett Street in the rear of the above corner building, another 
brick building, and between the two buildings there was an alleyway or 
driveway 7 feet 10 inches wide at street entrance, 8 feet 11 inches wide 
at the middle, and 8 feet 2 inches wide at north end of building, which 
afforded to both of said buildings light and air through their respective 
windows. That while the corner building had been built and used for 
many years as a hotel building, when it was acquired by the Royall and 
Borden Furniture Company, it remodeled the interior of said building, 
using the same for a store-room for mereantile purposes, and the rooms 
on the second and third floor for storage purposes, not altering sub- 
stantially the partitions of said floors nor the openings outside; which 
said building is now occupied by M. Rosenthal as a grocery store, as 
aforesaid. 

2. That on 10 October, 1913, W. W. Vass and W. W. Vass, trustee for 
Eleanor M. Vass and others, sold to A. B. Andrews, the testator of the 
plaintiff, and executed a deed on said date, which deed was duly recorded 
in the office of the register of deeds for Wake County on 11 October, 
1913, in Book 276, page 649, by which deed the said parties, grantors 
therein, conveyed to the said A. B. Andrews and his heirs and assigns in 
fee simple the following described parcel of land: 

By a line beginning at the intersection of the east side of Wilmington 
Street with the north side of Hargett Street, in the said city of Raleigh, 
N. C., running thence eastward along the north line of Hargett Street 
eighty-nine (89) feet to the center of the eastern wall of the building 
located thereon, now occupied by M. Rosenthal as a grocery store; thence 
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northward in a direction at right angles to said Hargett Street along the 
center line of the eastern wall of said present building one hundred and 
fifty-eight (158) feet to a point in the southern line of the Trade Build- 
ing property; thence westward with the line of said Trade Building 
property in a direction parallel with said Hargett Street twenty (20) 
feet to a point in the eastern line of the lot of Mrs. Florence P. Tucker’s 
estate; thence southward with said eastern line of Mrs. Florence P. 
Tucker’s estate lot, in a direction at right angles to said Hargett Street 
one hundred and eleven feet and three inches (111’ 3”) to southeast 
corner of said Tucker lot; thence westward with the southern line of 
said Tucker lot in a direction parallel with said Hargett Street sixty- 
nine (69) feet to a point in the eastern line of Wilmington Street; 
thence southward along the eastern line of said Wilmington Street 
forty-six feet and nine inches (46 9”) to the beginning; being the 
western portion of the lot conveyed to the parties of the first part by 
the Royall and Borden Furniture Company by deed dated 15 April, 
1907, and recorded in the office of the register of deeds for Wake County, 
in Book 219, at page 359, reference to which said deed is hereby expressly 
made for matters of description. 

Also a right of way in and over an eight foot (8) alleyway imme 
diately east of the above described lot and premises, which is to be 
maintained permanently as an alley eight feet wide and extending north- 
ward as far as the south wall of the stable building now used by M. 
Rosenthal. 

Also a right to maintain and use the said stable building which is 
located partly on the above described lot and partly on the property of 
the parties of the first part, in its present location, provided that when 
the same is removed or torn down by the party of the first part, it shall 
not thereafter be extended across the party line. 

The said lot so conveyed being the corner of the old Central Hotel 
property, with a reservation, however, of one-half of the eastern wall of 
said property; and the said parties did in said deed grant unto the said 
A. B. Andrews and his heirs the aforesaid tract “to have and to hold 
the aforesaid tract or parcel of land and all privileges and appurtenances 
thereto belonging, to said A. B. Andrews, party of the second part, his 
heirs and assigns, to their only use and behoof forever.” 

That at said date light and air were furnished to the said buildings 
situate on the lot conveyed to the said A. B. Andrews from the east side 
thereof, through the windows in said building, which said windows, as 
hereinbefore stated, had been maintained in the wall of said building for 
more than forty years, and they were in the same condition and in the 
same places in said wall when the said A. B. Andrews purchased said 
property; and that the elevator in use in said building has an opening 
from it into said alley. 
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That A. B. Andrews died 17 April, 1915, having published his last will 
and testament, which was duly admitted to probate anc recorded in the 
office of the clerk of the Superior Court of Wake County, in Book of 
Wills ......, page -...... In paragraph two of said will, the said testator 
appointed the Raleigh Savings Bank and Trust Company trustee for 
certain specified trusts therein described, and devising certain property 
therein described or referred to as a trust estate, and one of the said 
buildings placed in the said trust estate in said will was the building 
described by him as the said Rosenthal building at the corner of Wil- 
mington and Hargett streets in the city of Raleigh. 

3. That the said W. W. Vass, trustee under the will of W. W. Vass, 
deceased, has contracted to sell, and has entered into a written obligation 
to sell to the said J. S. Koonce the remainder of said lot east of the 
center line of the eastern wall of said corner building, subject, however, 
to the alleyway rights described in the deed to the said A. B. Andrews, 
the said contract being dated 25 February, 1920, and recorded in 
Book 355 of the office of the register of deeds of Wake County, at 
page 142, in which contract the said Koonce has paid approximately 
one-half of the purchase price called for, the plaintiff contending that 
the said obligation and said contract of the said Koonce is made subject 
to all the rights, privileges, and appurtenances belonging to the lot of 
the said A. B. Andrews, conveyed by deed dated 10 October, 1913, here- 
inbefore referred to. 

4. That the said Koonce, under his contract with the defendant Vass, 
trustee, contends that he hus the right to bridge over or arch over the 
alleyway, beginning about eleven feet eleven inches above the ground at 
street entrance and ten feet eight and one-half inches above the ground 
at the north end, the said alleyway ascending gradually to the north, 
which said addition will close the second-floor windows, apertures, and 
openings in the building purchased by the said A. B. Andrews as afore- 
said, and four feet eleven inches of a twelve foot doorway (five feet 
wide) opening from the alleyway into store and opposite elevator, the 
wooden door in opening being nine feet high with a thvee-foot transom 
above, said door opening inward, and will also close upper sash of ten- 
foot window, the sill of which is forty-two inches above surface of floor. 
The said Koonce offers to elevate the bottom sill of the sleepers six inches 
where they are opposite the doorway. The said Koonce has begun the 
said work, and where he has begun it, part of the windows on the first 
floor, and all of the windows on the second floor, and the door of said 
elevator opening into said alley on the east end of the building purchased 
by the said A. B. Andrews in the deed aforesaid will be closed and no 
light or air will be furnished to said building through said second-floor 
windows and apertures on the east side. 
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Upon the foregoing facts, the question submitted is whether the de- 
fendants have the right to arch over said alleyway and cut off light and 
air from certain of the windows as aforesaid of the building purchased 
by the said A. B. Andrews on 10 October, 1913, by arching or bridging 
across the said alleyway at the height of approximately twelve feet from 
the ground, or any other height, and it is agreed that if the court shall 
be of the opinion upon the foregoing question that the said defendants 
have not said right, then a perpetual injunction enjoining them shall be 
decreed in this case. But on the contrary, if the court shall be of 
opinion that the defendants have the right, as contended by them, then 
the action shall be dismissed at the cost of the plaintiff. 

Mannine & Mannine, 
Attorneys for plainttff. 
S. Brown SHEPHERD, 


(Verified. ) Attorney for defendants. 
JUDGMENT. 


Upon the agreed statement of facts in this action, the court is of the 
opinion, and so adjudges, that the defendants are entitled to construct 
their building over the alleyway in question, provided such structure 
does not interfere with the convenient use of said alleyway by the plain- 
tiffs as a right of way. 

This 29 May, 1922. W. A. Devin, 

Judge Superior Court. 

Plaintiffs excepted, and appealed. 


Manning & Manning and A. B. Andrews for plaintiff. 
S. Brown Shepherd for defendants. 


Hoxs, J. From the facts presented in the case agreed, it appears 
that defendant W. W. Vass, as individual and trustee, owning a business 
lot abutting on Wilmington and Hargett streets, on 10 October, 1918; 
sold and conveyed to A. B. Andrews the lot and building situate thereon 
at the intersection of said streets, described as follows: “By a line 
beginning at the intersection of the east side of Wilmington Street with 
the north side of Hargett Street in said city, running eastward along the 
north line of Hargett Street 89 feet to the center of the eastern wall of 
the building now located thereon and occupied by M. Rosenthal as a 
grocery store; thence northward in the direction at right angles to said 
Hargett Street along the center line of the eastern wall of said present 
building,” etc. 

And in said deed is also conveyed a right of way back of said building 
in terms as follows: “Also a right of way in and over an 8-foot alley- 
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way, immediately east of the above described lot and premises, which 
is to be maintained permanently as an alleyway 8 feet wide,” ete. 

Subsequently, said W. W. Vass sold and conveyed to defendant Koonce 
“the remainder of said lot east of the center line of the eastern wall of 
the corner building, subject, however, to the alleyway rights described 
in the deed to A. B. Andrews, deceased,’ and the question is on the 
right of defendant Koonce to build over said alley and adjoining his 
building to said eastern wall, leaving room for the convenient use of the 
alley as an ordinary right of way, affording access to the buildings, ete. 

On these the facts chiefly pertinent in so far as the deed to A. B. 
Andrews purports to convey a right of way affording access to the 
buildings, it is very generally held that the owner of the servient tene- 
ment may build over the same so as not to interfere with the reasonable 
and ordinary user of the easement as described and specified in the deed. 
Duncan v. Goldthwart, 216 Mass., 402; Crocker v. Cothing et al., 181 
Mass., 146; Bitello v. Lipson, 80 Conn., 497; Grafton v. Moir, 130 
N. Y., p. 465; 19 Corpus Juris, p. 985; 9 R. C. L., p. 799. 

In the digest of the Connecticut case, appearing in 16th L. R. A. 
(N.S8.), at p. 1981, it is said: “A grant of an easement of a way with 
no mention of light and air does not prevent the owne: of the fee from 
interfering with the light and air by placing structures over the way in 
such a manner as not to interfere with its reasonable and ordinary use.” 

And in the citation to Corpus Juris, the general position on the 
subject is very well stated as follows: “Unless it is clear from the 
language of the grant or the surrounding circumstances that the parties 
intended to have the passageway remain open to the sky, the owner of 
the servient estate may extend buildings or other structures over a way, 
provided in so doing he does not interfere with the frec use of the way; 
and he will not be liable for damages, although the passageway, by 
reason of its being so covered, becomes to a greater extent the resort 
of strangers, to the annoyance of the grantee of the easement. The 
owner of a right of way has no claim to light by any passage other than 
that of the way itself, and he is not entitled to have light and air pass 
over the way to any greater extent than is necessary for the enjoyment 
of the right of passage.” 

We do not understand that appellant seeks to challenge the general 
position, as stated, but in his interesting and able argument, counsel 
contended that same should not prevail on the facts of this record by 
reason of another well established principle, stated in Jones on Ease- 
ments as follows: “That where one conveys a part of his estate he 
impliedly grants all those apparent and visible easements on the part 
retained which were at the time used by the grantor for the benefit of 
the part conveyed, which are reasonably necessary for the use of that 
part.” 
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This position, in proper instances, is well supported by authority, and 
has been fully recognized and upheld in reeent decisions of this Court, 
where the apparent easement is continuous and permanent in its nature. 
Meroney v. Cherokee Lodge, 182 N. C., 739; Lamb v. Lamb, 1717 N, C., 
150; Viedike v. Linman, 76 Atl. (N. J.), 468; Fowler v. Wick, 74 
N. J. Eq., 603; Walson v. Riggs, 27 App. Cas., D. C. P., 550. 

But in these and other authorities pertinent to the question it is 
always fully understood that such an implied grant is subject to be 
modified or controlled by the express terms of the deed and the facts 
and attendant circumstances relevant and permissible to its proper inter- 
pretation. In applying these principles to the case presented, it must 
be borne in mind that this is business property, where it is not customary 
to allow for light and air on the side of adjoining buildings. The rule 
is, unless otherwise specified, that you will build right up, one building 
against the other, and not only is this the custom in property along an 
active business street, but here the deed itself, under which plaintiffs 
claim, provides that their line shall not extend beyond the center of the 
eastern wall, thus expressing a clear purpose to restrict any implied 
grant of light and air by reason of the existence of the windows in sald 
wall, and to reserve the right to build and use the remaining half when 
desired, subject only to the ordinary and reasonable use of the alley. 

In construing deeds and instruments affecting property, it is the fully 
accepted rule “that the intent of the parties, as embodied in the entire 
instrument, shall prevail, and each and every part shall be giver effect 
if it can be done by fair and reasonable intendment.” Bowden v. Lynch, 
173 N. C., 208; Davis v. Frazier, 150 N. C., 447. 

Considering, then, the nature of this property and the facts and 
attendant circumstances, this description of the deed conveying to plain- 
tiff’s ancestor only to the center of the eastern wall of the building and 
reserving to Vass, the grantor, the other half of said wall, could only 
have meant that the parties contemplated joining to this wall when the 
exigencies of business should require it, subject to the rights of the alley- 
way specifically described in the deed. Any other interpretation would 
be to deprive this important and formal portion of the conveyance of 
any and all significance. Under the facts as they existed, and in refer- 
ence to which the parties dealt, what possible good could the one-half of 
the wall ever do or be to the owner if the alley was to extend indefinitely 
upward, and thus shut off all user of the title and privilege reserved by 
the grantor. 

On the record, we think his Honor has entered the proper judgment, 
and the same is 

Affirmed. 
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L. W. STANLEY v. WHITEVILLE LUMBER COMPANY. 
(Filed 8 November, 1922.) 


1. Appeal and Error—Evidence—Remarks of Counsel-—Prejudice—Res 
Inter Alios Acta—Trials. 

In an action to recover damages for a personal injury alleged to have 
been negligently inflicted, involving the previous good health of the plain- 
tiff before the injury, it is reversible error for the trial judge to admit 
as evidence plaintiff’s certificate of discharge from the United States Army 
during the World War, containing recitals of honest and faithful services, 
etc,, the same being res inter alios acta, the certificate but hearsay evi- 
dence, and prejudicial to the defendant, both in itself and the argument 
of the plaintiff's attorneys to the jury based thereon, and allowed by the 
court. 


2. Jury—Evidence—Facts at Issue—Appeal and Error. 

The plaintiff was injured while employed by the defendant to operate 
a power-driven wood lathe machine, by a splinter of wood flying off there- 
from, and striking and putting out the sight of his eye. There was con- 
flicting evidence on the trial as to whether the machine was properly 
constructed as to its safety in this respect, or whether iz was one known, 
approved, and in general use, ete.: Held, it was reversible error for the 
trial judge to admit the testimony of a witness who had testified to his 
previous knowledge of such matters, to further say that if a certain pro- 
tective hood had been used on the lathe, the injury ‘would not have 
occurred, this being the opinion of the witness upon the facts in evidence, 
within the sole province of the jury to determine, and not coming within 
the exception allowing nonexpert opinion evidence in certain cases, 


3. Appeal and Error—Improper Argument—Trials—Prejudice. 


Improper remarks of plaintiff’s counsel in addressing the jury in this 
case, as to defendant’s indemnity from liability by a bonding company, 
were sufficient for the trial judge to withdraw a juror and order a mis- 
trial, had motion therefor been made by defendant. 


CuaRk, C. J., dissenting. 


AppraL by defendant from Cranmer, J., at May Term, 1922, of 


CoLuMBUS. 

Civil action to recover damages for an alleged negligent personal 
injury. 

Upon denial of liability and issues joined, there was a verdict and 
judgment in favor of the plaintiff. Defendant appealed. 


Powell & Lewis and Tucker & Proctor for plainttsff. 
Schulken, Grady & Toon, Brooks, Hines & Smith, and Rountree & 


Carr for defendant. 


Stacy, J. Plaintiff recovered a verdict of $10,000 as damages for 
the loss of an eye, and from the judgment rendered thereon, the defend- 
ant appealed, assigning errors. 


N.C] FALL TERM, 1922. 308 


STANLEY v. LUMBER Co, 


— 





It is alleged that the defendant’s lathe machine, at which the plaintiff 
‘was injured on 9 June, 1921, was negligently and defectively equipped 
with insecure rollers and insufficient guard; and further, that it was in 
a generally unsafe and dangerous condition. Plaintiff was injured by 
a splinter being thrown from the machine and striking his eye, putting 
it out. There was evidence of splinters having been thrown out by said 
machine at other times prior thereto, and about which the plaintiff 
previously had made complaint. 

Conversely, there was evidence on behalf of the defendant tending to 
show that the lathe machine was in good condition, equipped with proper 
guard, and of the kind and character in general use and of approved 
make. Helms v. Waste Co., 151 N. C., 370; Hicks v. Mfg. Co., 138 
N. C., 319. 

The errors assigned are largely addressed to the admission of incompe- 
tent and irrelevant testimony, and to the use made of same before the 
jury by plaintifi’s counsel. The plaintiff, a witness in his own behalf, 
was allowed to testify as follows: 

“Q. Were you honorably discharged (from the Army) in good physi- 
cal condition? (Objection and exception.) A. Yes. (Objection and 
exception. ) 

“Admitted for the purpose of showing the plaintiff’s physical condi- 
tion prior to his injury. 

“Q. Is that the discharge you received? (Objection and exception.) 
A. Yes, sir. (Objection and exception. ) 

“By the court: Q. Where were you discharged? Objection and ex- 
ception.) A. Camp Lee, Virginia. (Objection and exception.) 

“Q, And the officer who discharged you issued you this certificate? 
(Objection and exception.) A. Yes, sir. (Objection and exception.)” 

The plaintiff was then permitted to offer in evidence, over objection, 
the following paper-writing, purporting to be the said certificate of 
discharge: 


HoNORABLE DiscHarRGE From THE UnitTEep States ARMY. 


To all whom it may concern: 

This is to certify that LaFayette W. Stanley, 1894876, Private 3d B. 
and S. Det. D. G., 221st M. P. Co., The United States Army, as a testi- 
monial of honest and faithful service is hereby honorably discharged 
from the military service of the United States by reason Auth. Par. 
8S. 0. C. F. Q., Camp Lee, Va., 25 June, 1919. 

Said LaFayette W. Stanley was born in Whiteville, in the State of 
North Carolina. 

When enlisted he was 25 years of age, and by occupation a farmer. 
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He had brown eyes, dark hair, fair complexion, and was 5 feet 8 
inches in height. 
Given under my hand at Camp Lee, Virginia, this 26 June, 1919. 
Joun A. SHaw, 
Major, U. 8S. A., Commanding. 


ENLISTMENT REcorRD., 


Name: LaFayette W. Stanley. Grade: Private. 
Enlisted or inducted: 27 May, 1918, at Whiteville, N. C. 
Serving in first enlistment period at date of discharge. 
Prior service: None. 
Noncommissioned officer: No. 
Marksmanship, gunner qualifications or rating: Not qualified. 
Horsemanship: Not mounted. 
Battles, engagements, skirmishes, expeditions: A. E. §. from 31 July, 
1918. Meuse, Argonne, Verdun, St. Die. 
Decorations, medals, badges, citations: None. 
Knowledge of any vocation: Farmer. 
Wounds received in service: None. 
Physical condition when discharged: Good. 
Typhoid prophylaxis completed: 13 June, 1918. 
Paratyphoid prophylaxis completed: 13 June, 1918. 
Married or single: Single. 
Character: Excellent. 
Remarks: No absence under A. W. 107. 
Entitled to travel pay to Whiteville, N. C. 
Signature of soldier: LaFayette Warrington Stanley. 
A. A. Horna, Capt. Inj., U. 8. A., 
Commanding 3d B. and S. Det. D. G. 
Camp Ler, Va. 
Paid in full, including bonus, $103.25. 
M. A. Pirtman, Captaia Q. M. C., 
By C. T. P., Agent. 


Transportation issued to Florence, S. C., N. & W. BR. R., 26 June, 
1919, Camp Lee, Va. 


The court, addressing the jury: “This document is offered as cor- 
roborative of the witness, L. W. Stanley, if you find that it does cor- 
roborate him, as to his discharge, and the fact of his physical condition.” 

The first question and answer, it will be noted, were admitted for the 
purpose of “showing the plaintiff’s physical condition prior to his 
injury”; and then the latter evidence was admitted as corroborative of 
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his “discharge and the fact of his physical condition.” It appears from 
the record, however, that it was not only used for these purposes, but 
also for quite a different purpose as well. 

This evidence, we think, should have been excluded. It was not perti- 
nent to the issues involved, and the certificate of discharge was incompe- 
tent as hearsay. It is clear that the major part of the certificate was 
used for the purpose of appealing to the sympathy of the jury. The 
physical condition of the plaintiff is referred to in one place only in the 
“enlistment record,” not in the discharge proper, but counsel were per- 
mitted to argue the whole to the jury. When the defendant objected to 
the contents of the discharge being argued to the jury, his Honor ruled 
as follows: “The court suggests that there has been evidence tending to 
show that the plaintiff did serve in the great war, his discharge has been 
introduced in evidence, and further, the court stated to the counsel 
objecting that he would follow counsel Lewis in addressing the jury and 
could answer him.” (Objection and exception.) Here, it will be ob- 
served, the court treated the certificate of discharge as having been 
admitted generally, and as substantive proof, and not merely as cor- 
roborative evidence. 

Counsel then proceeded in his address to the jury: “He, plaintiff, 
L. W. Stanley, withstood the onslaughts of the enemy, the shrapnel, the 
machine gun bullets, the gas bombs that were thrown from the air, and 
every other form of attack that was possible for the Germans to put over. 
In his discharge he has been credited with several battles. He was at 
Argonne, Verdun, and St. Mihiel; he went through the war with his 
regiment at the front from 26 September, until the armistice was signed, 
in 1918. He remained in France nearly a year—from July to the 
following June. He was then sent home and was discharged from the 
Army. You will recall that in the early part of 1920 financial depres- 
sion set in, and it was almost impossible for thousands of service men 
to get positions.” 

This was much more than “cross-firing with small shot.” It was a 
dangerous use of “contraband of war.” 

Major John A. Shaw, who issued the discharge, was not sworn as a 
witness, and was not even present at the trial. His certificate was 
neither certified to as a public record, nor sworn to by him. Further- 
more, it was res inter alios acta. A new trial was awarded in the case 
of Bryant v. Bryant, 178 N. C., 77, for a similar error in the admission 
of a letter which tended to corroborate one of the plaintifi’s witnesses. 
The ruling in that case would seem to be directly in point here: “A 
letter from a third person, written to the son of the plaintiff, tending to 
corroborate his evidence on a material fact involved in the action, may 
not be introduced in evidence, and the facts therein stated must be 
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proved by the writer under oath as a witness, such being hearsay and 
res inter altos acta.” 

It is manifest in the case at bar that the introduction of the above 
evidence was hurtful and prejudicial. We cannot safely say that it was 
harmless, “There is no telling how far the defendant’s case was affected 
by this error. Where there is error, its immateriality must clearly 
appear on the face of the record in order to warrant this Court in treat- 
ing it as surplusage.” Pearson, C. J., in McLenan v. Chisholm, 64 
N.C.,, 324. 

There was also error, as indicated in the defendant’s fifth and sixth 
exceptions. J. P. Stanley, plaintiff’s brother, was allowed to testify, 
over objection, as follows: “The piece that struck my brother in the eye 
could not have come from anywhere else except that tin. 
have worked in five or six different mills. I have seen lathe machines 
in other mills besides those I worked in. All the mills that I have 
worked in had a piece of iron over it about three-eigaths of an inch 
thick and bent down over the roll to keep the stick back. If this ma- 
chine had been so equipped this piece could not have strick the plaintiff 
in the eye as it did.” 

The admission of this evidence, in the manner and form in which it 
was offered, is in conflict with the decisions of Marshall v. Tel. Co., 181 
N. C., 292; Kerner v. R. R., 170 N. C., 97, and Marks v. Cotton Mills, 
135 N. C., 287. In the last case just cited, Associate Justice Walker 
states the rule with clearness, and fortifies the same with a full citation 
of authorities. As there held, in a matter of this kind, a witness should 
not be permitted to express an opinion on the very question which the 
jury is impaneled to decide. “The general rule undoubtedly is that 
witnesses are restricted to proof of facts, within their personal knowl- 
edge, and may not express their opinion or judgment as to matters which 
the jury or the court are required to determine.” 1 Rice on Evidence, 
3825, quoted with approval in Cogdell v. R. R., 130 N. C., 318. 

It has been said in a number of cases that witnesses should describe 
the facts and circumstances to the jury, and leave thern to draw their 
own conclusions, under proper instructions from the court. Tullett v. 
R. R., 118 N. C., 1042; Wolf v. Arthur, 112 N. C., 691. There are, of 
course, exceptions to this rule of evidence, but the present case falls 
within none of them. Barnes v. R. R., 178 N. C., 264, and Britt v. 
R. R., 148 N. C., 41. In fact, the instant case furnishes a striking 
illustration of the wisdom of the rule. The witness was allowed to 
testify, in so many words, that the plaintiff would not have been injured 
if the machine had been covered with an iron hood. This was the full 
equivalent of saying that, in the opinion of the witness, the defendant 
had failed to discharge one of the primary duties which it owed to the 
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plaintiff; or, in other words, that the defendant was guilty of negligence. 
The jury alone was summoned and selected to pass upon this question, 
and the witness should not have been permitted to express an opinion 
upon the very matter at issue between the parties. Lynch v. Mfg. Co., 
167 N. C., 98; Summerlin v. BR. #., 183 N. C., 550. 

Again, in addressing the jury, Mr. R. M. Lewis, one of plaintiff’s 
counsel, made the following statement: “Gentlemen of the jury, you 
need not worry about the Whiteville Lumber Company having to pay 
this—you have heard about these insurance companies.” Defendant 
objected, and counsel withdrew the remark. 

By the court: “Gentlemen of the jury, you will not regard that 
remark of counsel.” 

Plaintiff concedes, and rightly so, that this remark, injected in the 
case during argument of counsel, was improper, and should not have 
been made. His Honor would have been justified in withdrawing a 
juror and ordering a mistrial, but he was not requested to do so. Hence, 
this exception, in its present form and standing alone, possibly should 
not be held for reversible error, but it gives pronounced color and tone 
to the other objections appearing on the record, which are valid. In 
Lytton v. Mfg. Co., 157 N. C., 3338, it was said: “Evidence that the 
defendant, in an action for damages arising from an injury, is insured 
in a casualty company is entirely foreign to the issue raised by the plead- 
ings, and 1s incompetent. By some courts it is held to be so dangerous 
as to justify another trial, even when the trial judge strikes it from the 
record,” citing a number of authorities. See, also, Starr v. Oil Co., 
165 N. C., 587, where the question is again treated in a full and well 
considered opinion by Walker, J. 

For the errors, as indicated, the cause must be remanded for another 
trial. 

New trial. 


Criark, C. J., dissenting: This was an action for damages sustained 
by plaintiff while working at the defendant’s sawmill, and while operat- 
ing a lathe machine, which was alleged to have been negligently and 
defectively equipped with insecure rollers, worn out and insufficiently 
guarded, and which was generally unsafe and dangerous. The jury 
rendered a verdict sustaining such allegations of negligence, causing loss 
of plaintiff’s right eye, lacerating his face, and suffering on account 
of same. 

The eye had to be removed and a glass eye substituted. The injury 
occurred on 9 June, 1921, and was caused by a splinter or stick which 
was thrown from the lathe machine and came through a hole worn in the 
tin guard used as a protection against such occurrence, striking the 
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plaintiff in the face and eye. There was evidence that prior to that 
time pieces of lath and splinters had been thrown out in that manner 
from said machine, and plaintiff had complained thereof to the foreman 
and superintendent of the mill. The testimony of the defendant tended 
to show that the machine was in good condition, of the most approved 
in use, and was equipped with the proper guard. 

The defendant, in his argument and brief, seems practically to have 
abandoned exceptions as to proof of negligence and to rely upon preju- 
dicial testimony and argument, which he claims prejudiced the jury and 
increased the damages. The defendant insists that the evidence of the 
plaintiff’s discharge from the army was prejudicial, but the plaintiff 
contends that it was corroborative evidence as to his physical condition 
at the time of his discharge, he having testified that le was then in 
good physical condition, and that his present condition was due to the 
injuries he sustained on the oceasion of this injury. The plaintiff 
insists, correctly, we think, that if the appellant desired fuller instruc- 
tions in regard to that matter it should have asked, at the time of the 
admission of the testimony, that it be restricted. S. v. McGlammery, 
173 N. C., 750, and cases there cited; Nance v. Tel. Co., 177 N. C., 315. 
Rule 27 of this Court, 174 N. C., 835, cited in the above cases, provides: 
“Tt will not be ground for exception that evidence, competent for some 
purposes but not for all, is admitted generally, unless the appellant asks, 
at the time of admission, that its purpose shall be restricted.” 

The official certificate of discharge was offered to corroborate the 
plaintiff’s verbal testimony as to his physical condition at the time of 
his discharge and prior to his injury. This was competent in corrobora- 
tion, being an official Government document certifying to the plaintiff’s 
physical condition at that time. The statute of this State, Laws 1921, 
ch. 198, provides for the registration of official discharges from the 
military and naval forces of the United States in the office of the register 
of deeds of the several counties of the State, and requires that a special 
and permanent book shall be kept in the office of the register of deeds 
for that purpose. “The certificate of discharge issued to a soldier is 
legal evidence of his discharge, and his discharge, in the absence of con- 
trary evidence, is held to be honorable.” 3 Cyc., 342. The court stated 
to the jury that the document was offered as corroborative evidence of 
the witness as to his discharge, and the fact of his physical condition. 

Nor was there any error in the admission of the testimony of plain- 
tiff’s brother that he had been a workman at this machine for some 
time; that he had worked in 5 or 6 different mills, and that the bearings 
on this machine were loose, and did not hold the material that went 
through the saws; that the machine was in very bad shape; that the 
tin used as a guard was worn and had holes in it, and that one piece of 
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stick came through the hole the evening before the injury and struck 
the witness in the face, and stuck two or three splinters in him. 

In addressing the jury, one of the counsel for the plaintiff said to the 
jury that they “need not worry about the defendant company having 
to pay this. I have heard about these insurance companies—.” The 
defendant objected, and counsel said that he would withdraw his re- 
marks. The court thereupon told the jury: “You will not regard that 
remark of counsel.’”’ This, we think, was all that the court could have 
done, unless further caution had been asked as an instruction by the 
defendant. 

Counsel for the plaintiff, in addressing the jury, picked up the dis- 
charge of the plaintiff and addressed the jury concerning the same. The 
defendant objected to the argument of the counsel and the reading of 
this discharge to the jury. The objection was overruled, and no excep- 
tion was taken. We find no error prejudicial to the defendant in this 
particular. 

Counsel for the plaintiff, further addressing the jury, said: “He 
(the plaintiff, L. W. Stanley) withstood the onslaughts of the enemy, 
the shrapnel, the machine gun bullets, the gas bombs that were thrown 
from the air, and every other form of attack that was possible for the 
Germans to put over. In his discharge he has been credited with several 
battles—he was at Argonne, Verdun, and St. Mihiel. He went through 
the war with his regiment at the front from 26 September until the 
armistice was signed in November, 1918. He remained in France 
very nearly a year, from July to the following June. He was then sent 
home and was discharged from the Army. You will recall that in the 
early part of 1920 financial depression set in and it was almost impos- 
sible for thousands of service men to get a job.” ‘To these remarks there 
does not appear in the record any exception, but the defendant excepted 
to the following remark of the court to the jury: “The court suggests 
that there has been evidence tending to show that the plaintiff did serve 
in the great war; his discharge has been introduced in evidence, and 
further stated to the counsel, who objected, that he would follow counsel 
Lewis (who has spoken for the plaintiff) in addressing the jury, and 
could answer him.” We do not sce that this statement was in any wise 
prejudicial to the defendant. 

Mr. Tucker, also counsel for the plaintiff, addressing the jury, said: 
“This man I represent faced the greatest gas manufacturers of the 
world, on the greatest battlefields in the world, and came away ungassed, 
and this lumber company will not succeed in gassing him before this 
jury. He faced in the most terrible battle of the World War the 
enemy. He stood there and went through and came out and this paper 
shows he is an honorable man, and gives him an honorable discharge, 
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and that his physical condition was good. He was a better man physi- 
cally when he came back than he was when the Government called him. 
They say he was drafted, that he would not have gone if he had not 
been yanked over there. Nobody has testified to that except Mr. 
Schulken. He went, as far as the record shows, as any man went from 
Columbus County, to face the enemy, and face the battles and came 
back without a scratch, although he stood in front of the most terrible 
military machine the world has ever seen for months and months, and 
yet he could not withstand the ingenuity of the Whiteville Lumber 
Company for 30 days, and after he had worked in there about 30 days 
they took one of the most precious organs of his body, etc. You, 
gentlemen of the jury, know that while this boy was off in the war 
fighting this company was here making money, and that they have got 
the money that they ought to have been spending equipping their 
machines and getting them so they would be safe.” To this there is no 
exception or assignment of error in the record. 

This Court has repeatedly held that exceptions to the language of 
counsel must be taken at the time, and if the court corrects it, it is not 
reviewable, nor even when it refuses to do so will it be held reversible 
error, unless there is clear and unmistakable abuse. As to the first lan- 
guage above quoted, the counsel promptly withdrew the remark. S. v. 
Davenport, 156 N. C., 597; S. v. Tyson, 183 N. C., 692. 

In addition, the judge, in his charge to the jury, stated to them, as 
appearsin the record: “The fact, gentlemen of the jury, that the plain- 
tiff was a soldier in the great war must not influence your verdict, nor 
the fact that the defendant owns great tracts of timber and railroads 
have any effect upon your deliberations. Your duty is with the evi- 
dence, and the instructions I have given you as to the law. Counsel 
have made good speeches, and it is your duty to give their arguments 
consideration as long as they keep within the evidence within the case, 
But you will remember that lawyers are advocates, that it is their duty 
to make their side appear the best side. You will remember that you 
and I are to hold the scales in untrembling hands—I to instruct you in 
the law, and sce that substantial justice is done, and you to judge the 
facts with cold impartiality. You take the law from the court, not from 
counsel. It is my duty to instruct you in the law, and it is your duty 
to take my instructions as to the law, and apply it to the evidence as you 
remember it. Counsel have the right to argue the law to you, and the 
facts, but it 1s your duty to remember the evidence and to take the law 
from the court, and apply it to the facts as you remember them. So, 
gentlemen of the jury, it is your duty to take the issues which are to be 
handed to you and faithfully and carefully consider them, and find your 
verdict and return it.” 
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We do not see that more was required of the judge, or that, in the 
absence especially of a request from the defendant, he should have given 
fuller consideration to the remarks of the plaintiff’s counsel, which were 
doubtless in reply to or were fully replied to by opposing counsel. 

The testimony as to the good physical condition of the plaintiff at 
the time of his discharge was proper and competent, as it was incumbent 
upon the plaintiff to show his physical condition at the time he was 
injured by the defendant. If his eyes and physical condition had not 
been normal and good prior to the injury, he would not have been 
entitled to as much damages on account of the loss of one of his eyes. 
It is well known that soldiers were given a very rigid and searching 
physical examination immediately prior to their discharge, and to have 
this evidence was most pertinent on the issue of damages. If in any 
respect it could have been prejudicial to the defendant, it should have 
asked that it be restricted to that purpose. 

The plaintiff’s counsel contends that his remarks as to the large busi- 
ness done by the defendant were competent and relevant in reply to the 
remarks of the defendant’s counsel that it was engaged in a valuable 
industry, building up and developing the county, and that it would be 
bankrupt, ruined, and cease to do business if the plaintiff recovered a 
large judgment against the defendant. 

The plaintiff’s counsel also contends that his remarks in regard to the 
plaintiff’s war record and to the scarcity of employment soon after his 
discharge from the army were in reply to the remarks of the defendant’s 
counsel that the plaintiff was not patriotic, but was drafted and forced 
to go to the war; that he had never accumulated anything, was worth- 
less, and had brought this suit as a pauper, and the plaintiff contends 
that these remarks on the part of his counsel were prompted by the con- 
tinual abuse of plaintiff by defendant’s counsel, and reflections on his 
patriotism made by them. He contends that these remarks of defend- 
ant’s counsel justified and required the replies that were made by the 
plaintiff’s counsel, and the fact that these remarks of plaintiff’s counsel 
were not excepted to, and the further fact that the plaintiff did not 
appeal prevented these and other injurious remarks of defendant’s 
counsel being set out in the record. 

It is to be presumed that the trial judge committed no error in these 
matters, as to which there was no exception, and that he held the scales 
of justice evenly between the parties. It was evidently the case of 
“eross-firing with small shot.” 

The defendant also excepted because the judge charged the jury, “The 
plaintiff is to have a reasonable satisfaction, if he be entitled to recover 
at all, for loss of both bodily and mental powers,” but this charge must 
be taken in connection with the other part of the same paragraph, which 
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is not set out in the exception, but are fully stated in the record 
as follows: “And for actual suffering, both of body and mind, which 
was the immediate and necessary consequence of the injury, and it is 
for the jury to say, under all the circumstances, what is a fair and 
reasonable sum which the defendant should pay the plaintiff by way of 
compensation for the injury he has sustained. The age and occupation 
of the plaintiff, and the amount he was earning at the time of the 
injury, are matters properly to be considered by you.” 

The assignment of error of only a part of this sentence used by the 
court in its charge is fragmentary, and does not make complete sense. 
Taking the whole sentence and charge as given, it was correct, for there 
were allegations in the complaint, and evidence sustaining it, that the 
plaintiff had endured great pain, and still suffered great mental and 
physical pain. 





GREENSBORO BANK AND TRUST COMPANY, Guarpian, v. G. M. SCOTT. 
(Filed 8 November, 1922.) 


1. Contracts—-Promise—Consideration—Abstinence from Drink. 


An offer from an uncle to his nephew that if the latter would abstain 
from drink for a period of five years, and devote his entire time and 
attention to the former’s business, he would pay him $10,000, is for a 
sufficient consideration to support the promise upon the fulfillment of the 
obligation assumed by the nephew, and enforceable, it appearing that the 
parties were then living together in a relationship nearly approaching that 
of parent and child; and the nephew was an efficient manager of his 
uncle’s mercantile business, and his sobriety, therefore, of monetary value 
to him. 


2. Same—Trusts—Statute of Frauds. 


Where the promisee has fulfilled his obligation, extending over a period 
of five years, made upon a valid and enforceable agreement of the prom- 
isor to pay him $10,000; and the promisor just before the expiration of 
the period has agreed by parol with the promisee that the consideration 
should be changed from the sum stated to his purchase for the promisee 
of a home of the latter’s selection, which was accordingly done, but title 
was taken by the promisor in his own name under the parol trust in favor 
of the promisee, and the promisor continues to live there with the promisee 
and to pay the taxes on the house to the time of his death without making 
the deed as agreed upon, the promisee may in equity enforce the convey- 
ance of the home against the heirs at law of the deceased promisor upon 
the principle of a parol trust, it being, in effect, the purchase of the home 
with the money belonging to the promisee, and which was due him upon 
the fulfillment of the original agreement; and the principle relating to the 
enforcement of @ parol agreement affecting interests ir. land under the 
statute of frauds does not apply. 


CLARK, C. J., dissenting. 
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Appray by plaintiff from Connor, J., at the May Term, 1922, of 
CUMBERLAND. 

This was a special proceeding, commenced before the clerk of the 
Superior Court of Cumberland County, in which the Greensboro Bank 
and Trust Company, as guardian for certain minor heirs of one C. L. 
Bevill, claimed an undivided one-sixth interest in a lot of land in the 
city of Fayetteville, the remaining five-sixth being owned by the defend- 
ant, and asked for a sale for partition. The defendant denied that the 
minor children had any interest in the lot, and claimed that he was the 
real and sole owner of the same, under parol trust with C. L. Bevill. 

The testimony tended to show that C. L. Bevill died in October, 1920, 
intestate, and without lineal descendants. He left surviving him six 
brothers and sisters, or the children of such. The wards of the plaintiff 
are the minor children of one R, A. Bevill, a brother of the deceased, 
and the defendant is a son of a sister who is still living. 

For many years ©. L. Bevill lived in Fayetteville, and did a large 
wholesale and retail business in buying and selling horses and mules, 
His business was very successful, and he left a large estate. For many 
years the defendant handled the financial transactions of the business, 
as confidential clerk, bookkeeper, and general office man, at which he 
was very efficient, and his efforts materially aided in the building up of 
the business. The relationship between the defendant and his uncle was 
practically that of parent and child. Scott was married in July, 1910, 
and both before and after his marriage he had been drinking to excess. 
Influenced by his interest in the welfare of said Scott, and realizing 
his dependence upon him for the continued successful operation of his 
business, Bevill proposed to his nephew that if he would wholly abstain 
from the use of intoxicating liquors and devote his entire time and 
attention to his business for a period of five years, he would pay him 
the sum of $10,000. Scott accepted this proposition, and from the date 
of said contract and agreement until the expiration of said period of 
five years, wholly abstained from the use of intoxicating liquors and 
devoted his entire time and attention to the performance of his duties as 
an employee of the said C. L. Bevill, and in all respects fully complied 
with his part of the contract, which resulted in great benefit to his 
employer, financially and otherwise. 

Some time during the year 1912, C. L. Bevill, having observed that 
the defendant was fully and faithfully complying with his agreement 
and contract, as aforesaid, proposed to the said Scott that instead of 
paying him the sum of $10,000 in cash at the expiration of the five-year 
period, he would immediately purchase for him the best home he could 
find in the city of Fayetteville, to be selected by himself and his wife. 
This offer was accepted by Scott, and soon thereafter he notified Bevill 
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that he and his wife had selected the home then owned by T. M. Green 
on Hay Street in said city. Bevill thereupon opened negotiations with 
Green for the purchase of said home, informing him that he desired to 
purchase same for G. M. Scott. Bevill paid Green $8,500 for the house 
and instructed Green to make the deed to him, declaring at the time that 
he would convey same to Scott after the expiration of the five-year 
period. 

T. M. Green, pursuant to instructions from C. L. Bevill, delivered 
possession of the house and lot to the defendant G. M. Scott, and who 
has been in possession of same continuously since the execution of the 
deed on 4 December, 1912. The defendant continued in the employment 
of C. L. Bevill until his death, and the said Bevill often, in conversation 
with friends and associates, referred to the house and lot in question as 
the home of G. M. Scott. Bevill lived with Scott, occupying a room in 
the said house, and paying a stipulated sum per month to Mrs. Scott 
for the use of same and for his board. 

Although G. M. Scott had fully performed his part of the contract 
and agreement, as aforesaid, C. L. Bevill did not convey said house and 
lot to the defendant at the expiration of the period of five years, nor did 
he convey the same thereafter, at any time prior to his cleath; he having 
died suddenly while on a purchasing trip at Saint Louis, Mo. 

Since the death of C. L. Bevill, all of his heirs at law, who are above 
the age of twenty-one, in deference to the known wishes of the deceased, 
have executed a deed conveying to the defendant, without further con- 
sideration, all their right, title, and interest in and to said house and 
lot, the same being an undivided five-sixths interest. 

By consent, the court heard the evidence and found the facts, as above 
stated, and held that C. L. Bevill took title to the property in trust for 
Scott, and that his heirs were charged with this trust, and ordered that 
the guardian of the minor children convey the remaining one-sixth 
interest to the defendant. Petitioner appealed. 


Rose & Rose and R. D. Douglas for plaintiff. 
Oates & Herring for defendant. 


Stacy, J., after stating the case: The promise and offer of C. L. 
Bevill, under the facts of the instant case, to pay his nephew the sum of 
$10,000, if he would wholly abstain from the use of intoxicating liquors 
and devote his entire time and attention to his business for a period of 
five years, accepted and carried out, as it was, by the defendant, con- 
stituted a valid and enforceable contract. Homer v. Sidway, 124 N. Y., 
5388; 12 L. R. A., 463; Clark on Contracts (2 ed.), 114. In Talbott 
v. Stemmon’s Executor, 89 Ky., 222; 5 L. R. A., 856, it was held: “The 
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abandonment of the use of tobacco by one party during the life of 
another is a sufficient consideration for a promise by the latter to pay 
the former an agreed sum of money.” See, also, Anson’s Law of Con- 
tract, p. 100. Abstinence from the use of intoxicating liquors was held 
to furnish a good consideration for a promissory note in Lindell v. 
Rokes, 60 Mo., 249. In the case at bar there was evidence to the effect 
that Scott’s soberness and abstinence from the use of liquor in any form 
was worth to Bevill, in his business, the sum of $10,000 a year. 

It will be observed that Bevill also profited to the extent of $1,500 
and more by the change subsequently made in the contract. The single 
point presented for our consideration is whether a valid parol trust was 
created when Bevill, in lieu of paying the sum of $10,000 at the expira- 
tion of five years, agreed to purchase and to hold for Scott the best home 
in the city of Fayetteville, the same to be selected by the defendant and 
his wife. The facts are not in dispute. The change in the contract was 
agreed to by both parties. The plaintiff contends, however, that the 
contract, relating as it does to real estate, cannot be enforced, because, 
and only because, it is not in writing. Defendant counters by saying 
that his equity does not rest upon the idea of the specific performance 
of an oral agreement, but rather upon the idea of enforcing the execution 
of a trust; the relation of the parties being that of trustee and cestus 
que trust. Cloninger v. Summit, 55 N. C., 513. What actually took 
place was the full equivalent of, and really.amounted to, a purchase of 
the property by Bevill with Scott’s money, for Scott agreed to release 
Bevill from the payment of the sum of $10,000, and upon this promise, 
Bevill purchased the house and lot and took title in his own name. “It 
is not necessary that the consideration, which moves from the cestuz que 
trust, should be money, it may consist of anything of value; and a trust 
will be decreed in favor of him who is the source of the consideration, 
whether it be lands, goods, money, securities, or credit.” Bispham’s 
Equity (9 ed.), p. 151; Blodgett v. Hildreth, 103 Mass., 484. 

In application of this principle, the language of Pearson, J., in 
Hargrave v. King, 40 N. C., 436, would seem to be quite pertinent and 
entirely appropriate here: “It is well settled that if one agrees, by 
parol, to buy land for another, and he does buy the land and pay for it 
with the money of his principal, but takes the deed in his own name, 
equity will enforce the agreement, hold him to be a trustee, and compel 
him to make title to the principal; for the statute which requires all 
contracts ‘to sell or convey land’ to be in writing has no application.” 

We think the judgment in favor of the present defendant is fully 
supported by the decisions of this Court in Lefkowitz v. Stlver, 182 
N. C., 339; Ballard v. Boyette, 171 N. C., 24; Lutz v. Hoyle, 167 N. C., 
632; Brogden v. Gibson, 165 N. C., 16; Anderson v. Harrington, 163 
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N. C., 140; Avery v. Stewart, 186 N. C., 426; Sykes v. Boone, 182 N. C., 
199, and Wood v. Cherry, 73 N. C., 110. 

It would seem to be unnecessary, and, indeed, a work of supereroga- 
tion, to repeat here what has been said in these cases. There is no error 


appearing on the record, and this will be certified to the Superior Court. 
Affirmed. 


Crarx, C. J., dissenting: The cases where the abandonment of the 
use of tobacco or abstinence from intoxicating liquors was held to fur- 
nish a good consideration for a promissory note can have no application 
here, for this 1s an alleged oral promise to convey realty, which, under 
the statute of frauds, is void, and therefore unenforceable. 

Nor is the principle stated by Pearson, J., in Hargrave v. King, 40 
N. C., 436, pertinent or appropriate, for there he said that “If one 
agrees, by parol, to buy land for another, and he does buy the land and 
pays for it with the money of his principal, but takes the deed in his 
own name, equity will enforce the agreement, hold him to be a trustee, 
and compel him to make title to the principal; for the statute which 
requires all contracts ‘to sell or convey land’ to be in writing has no 
application.” In this case nothing remotely resembling this took place. 
The deceased, C. L. Bevill, had no money whatever of D. M. Scott in 
his possession, and, of course, could not buy the land with Scott’s money, 
and there could be no trust raised in this way, for if there was in fact 
any promise made to buy the house and convey the land, it was verbal 
and invalid under our statute, which the Legislature has not seen fit to 
revoke. | 

The land was bought by Bevill with his own money, and if he had 
made a verbal promise, as claimed, to buy the house witk. his own money 
and convey it to Scott, this was simply a parol contract to convey land. 
It is unnecessary to discuss whether such promise was upon a good con- 
sideration or not, for the purchase was not made with Scott’s money, 
and any oral agreement to buy the house and convey it to Scott was 
simply invalid under the law of the land. None of the cases cited are 
authority which authorizes the courts to compel a conveyance of the 
property to Scott. 

The fact that Scott lived in the house with Bevill after he bought it 
does not strengthen the contention that Bevill intended to give it to 
him. The point is that such intention was not evidenced by any writing, 
and cannot be enforced either in equity or at law. 

Besides, when Bevill bought the land, which he did entirely with his 
own money, there is no evidence that Scott, then or at any other time, 
requested the deed to be made to him, and again, although Scott lived 
in the house with Bevill, the property was listed from the time of the 
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purchase in 1912 to Bevill’s death in October, 1920, for taxes in the name 
of C. L. Bevill, and each year Scott paid those taxes by checks signed 
by Bevill. The five-year period of the required sobriety, aileged as the 
sole consideration, expired in 1916, four years before Bevill’s death, and 
no demand was ever made by Scott for a conveyance. The fact that 
the other heirs of Bevill, who were of age, subsequently conveyed to 
Scott is not binding upon these infants who appeared by their guardian. 
They were not charged with any trust by the above transaction by virtue 
of which the court could decree that the guardian of the minor children 
should convey their undivided one-sixth interest to Scott. 

There is no principle of law better settled than that parol evidence is 
inadmissible to prove the terms of a verbal agreement to convey land or 
any interest therein. There is nothing in the facts here to show any 
equity authorizing the court to decree that there was a trust in favor of 
Scott when there was no payment of any money of Scott by Bevill in 
the purchase of the land. Even if there was an oral agreement, under 
which, as Scott claims, Bevill became his debtor, that did not authorize 
the enforcement of a verbal contract to convey land. 

The authorities are so uniform that it could be said with entire accu- 
racy and confidence that there is no case in the books which authorized 
the enforcement of a decree compelling the minor heirs of Bevill to 
convey their interest to Scott. No case anywhere heretofore nas held 
that if one happens to be indebted to another he can contract to convey 
real estate to ham verbally, without any writing. Whether Bevill was 
or was not indebted to Scott by an oral agreement that he would give 
him a house if he remained sober, this was not a trust, but in any and 
every aspect was purely and simply “a verbal contract to convey.” 

The fact that Bevill lived in the house from his purchase in 1912 till 
his death in 1920; that the land was listed in his name for taxation, and 
that the taxes were paid through Scott by checks signed by Bevill; that 
the alleged five years sobriety which was the alleged consideration of 
the promise to convey to the defendant a house and lot expired in 1916, 
that Bevill survived the expiration of the five years for four years, and 
Scott made no demand for a conveyance of the house in all these 8 years 
time was evidence which should have been submitted to a jury, even if 
this had been an action at law upon an alleged valid agreement to con- 
vey, and even if it had been a valid and enforceable contract. The 
agreement being denied, only a jury, and not a judge, could pass on 
the fact. 

The statute of 29 Charles II. provides: “All contracts to sell or 
convey any lands, tenements, or hereditaments, or any interest in or 
concerning them, . . . shall be void unless said contract, or some 
memorandum or note thereof, be put in writing and signed by the par- 
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ties to be charged therewith, or by some other person by him thereto 
lawfully authorized,” is still in full force and effect in this State. C.S., 
988. Our Legislature has retained it, thus approving the wisdom of 
this age-long rule, and as this Court has recently said, we cannot change 
the law. 


W. H. MURRAY y. JOE B. BASS ET AL. 
(Filed 8 November, 1922.) 


1. Appeal and Error — Dismissal — Courts — Jurisdiction—Supersedeas 
Bond—Principal and Surety—Statutes. 


Where the trial judge, upon sufficient findings, has properly adjudged 
that the defendant has abandoned his appeal to the Supreme Court, it is 
not required that the appeal should have been docketed and dismissed in 
the Supreme Court in order to bind the surety on his bond given to stay 
execution in accordance with the terms of C. S., 650. 


2. Principal and Surety—-Supersedeas Bond—Execution——Bankruptcy— 
Discharge of Principal—Statutes. 


Where an undertaking to stay execution on appeal to the Supreme Court 
has been given by the defendant against whom judgment has been ren- 
dered, C. S., 650, and pending appeal he has been adjudicated a bankrupt 
in the Federal Court, an order properly entered dismissing the appeal with 
judgment against the surety on the undertaking rendered in the State 
court before the bankrupt’s discharge, without suggestion of the pendency 
of the bankrupt proceedings, the judgment against the surety becomes 
fixed and absolute, according to the terms of the under:aking, which the 
bankrupt’s subsequent discharge does not affect. Laffoon v. Kerner, 188 
N. C., 281, cited and distinguished. 


8. Same—Federal Statutes. 


Where defendant’s appeal to the State Supreme Court has been properly 
dismissed with judgment against the surety on defendant’s undertaking 
to stay execution, C. 8., 650, before discharge in bankruptcy in proceedings 
then pending, the defendant and his surety on the undertaking are co- 
debtors within the meaning of the bankrupt act, and thereunder the surety 
is not discharged from his obligation on the bond. | 


4. Bankruptcy — Principal and Surety — Discharge—Defenses—Pleas— 
Puis Darreign Continuance. 


In proper instances, the surety on the defendant’s undertaking to stay 
execution on appeal may successfully plead in the State court the defend- 
ant’s discharge in bankruptcy puis darreign continuance. 


AppraL by plaintiff from Connor, J., at April Term, 1922, of 
RosBeEson. 


N.C] FALL TERM, 1922. 319 





MuRRAY ¥v. BASS. 


Civil action to restrain the collection of a judgment of the Superior 
Court of Robeson County, rendered in a case wherein Joe B. Bass was 
plaintiff and R. Pittman Barnes was defendant, and W. H. Murray 
surety on supersedeas bond. 

From an order denying the relief sought, the plaintiff appealed. 


Johnson & Johnson for plaintiff. 3 
McLean, Varser, McLean & Stacy, S. Brown Shepherd, and Britt & 
Britt for defendants. 


Sracy, J. The essential facts, as found by his Honor and embodied 
in the judgment of the Superior Court, are as follows: 

1. On 17 February, 1921, the present defendant, Joe B. Bass, insti- 
tuted a civil action in the Superior Court of Robeson County against one 
R. Pittman Barnes, At the October Term, 1921, of Robeson Superior 
Court, judgment was rendered in said action in favor of the plaintiff 
Bass and against the defendant Barnes in the sum of $970, with interest 
from 14 February, 1921, and for costs. The defendant Barnes gave 
notice of appeal from said judgment to the Supreme Court of North 
Carolina, and was required, in order to stay execution on said money 
judgment, to execute his supersedeas bond in the sum of $1,200, which 
he did in the form prescribed by C. S., 650, with W. H. Murray, the 
plaintiff in the present action, as surety thereon; and the filing of the 
same did, pursuant to the statute and the order of the court, operate to 
stay any execution on the judgment rendered in said action pending the 
appeal. 

2. Thereafter, at the second February civil term of Robeson Superior 
Court, 1922, in the said action wherein Joe B. Bass was plaintiff and 
R. Pittman Barnes was defendant, judgment was rendered by Hon. 
George W. Connor, judge presiding, finding that the appeal of the de 
fendant from the judgment rendered at the October Term, 1921, had 
been abandoned and the liability of the surety on the swpersedeas bond 
was thereupon adjudged to be absolute and subject to execution. There 
was no appeal from this judgment, and no objection or exception noted 
at the time of its rendition. 

3. At this term of court no suggestion of pending bankruptcy of 
R. Pittman Barnes was made to the court when motion for judgment 
was made; but there were several cases on the calendar in which R. 
Pittman Barnes was being sued, and, during the call of the docket, 
counsel for Barnes announced that, as a petition in bankruptcy had 
been filed against the defendant, he would make no further contest in 
the cases pending against him. 
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4, It is agreed that the facts, with reference to the bankruptey pro- 
ceedings, are as follows: On 19 December, 1921, a petition in bank- 
ruptey was filed against Richard Pittman Barnes in the United States 
District Court for the Eastern District of North Carolina, and on 
7 January, 1922, he was duly adjudged a bankrupt by said Court. 
That at the time of the institution of the present suit, 1 April, 1922, no 
application for discharge had been made by the bankrupt, and said pro- 
ceedings are now regularly pending in the United States District Court 
for the Eastern District of North Carolina. 

5. Joe B. Bass, in his suit against R. Pittman Barnes, has issued 
execution on the judgment rendered in his favor, and the sheriff of 
Robeson County was proceeding to enforce same against the property of 
W. H. Murray when this action was instituted and appheation made for 
a restraining order. 

6. There was no substitution of any other surety on the supersedeas 
bond, given in the case of Joe B. Bass v. Rk. Pittman Barnes, and the 
said W. H. Murray remained liable thereon, which said lability became 
fixed and absolute by the judgment rendered in said action at the second 
February civil term, 1922. 

7. The question having been raised as to whether the plaintiff herein 
should have proceeded by motion in the original cause or by independent 
suit, in order that the case might be determined on its merits, it was 
agreed that this action might be treated as a motion in tke original cause 
between Joe B. Bass and R. Pittman Barnes, and it was so regarded by 
the court below. 

Upon the foregoing facts, his Honor declined to relieve W. H. Murray 
from his obligation on the supersedeas bond, and frora the judgment 
rendered at the second February civil term, 1922; and to this ruling: 
exception was duly noted, and plaintiff appealed. 

The suwpersedeas bond 1s not set out in the record, but :t is agreed that 
it conforms in all respects to the requirements of C. S., 650. This 
section provides: “If the appeal is from a judgment directing the 
payment of money, it does not stay the execution of the judgment, unless 
a written undertaking is executed on the part of the appellant, by one 
or more sureties, to the effect that if the judgment appealed from, or 
any part thereof, is affirmed, or the appeal is dismissed, the appellant 
will pay the amount directed to be paid by the judgment, or the part 
of such amount as to which the judgment shall be affirmed, if affirmed 
only in part, and all damages which shall be awarded against the appel- 
lant upon the appeal.” Here, it will be observed, the affirmation of the 
judgment, or any part thereof, or the dismissal of the appeal, is the 
condition upon which the surety agrees to become bound, either in whole 
or in part, as the case may be. 
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It was suggested, though not urged, that as the appeal was never 
docketed in this Court, the judgment was not technically “affirmed” or 
“appeal dismissed,” as contemplated by the statute, and, therefore, the 
event upon which the surety was to become bound has not yet occurred 
or happened. This position, of course, is untenable. A judgment of 
the Superior Court, upon proper finding that the appeal had been aban- 
doned, would have the same effect, so far as the liability of the surety on 
the supersedeas bond is concerned, as an order of dismissal or judgment 
of affirmance here. Dunn v. Marks, 141 N. C., 233; Blaor v. Coakley, 
1386 N. C., 409; Causey v. Snow, 116 N. C., 498; Avery v. Pritchard, 
93 N. C., 266. Indeed, the statute does not require that such afirmance 
be made by the appellate court. 

But appellant stakes his case upon the ground that the bankruptcy 
proceedings against the principal, R. Pittman Barnes, relieves him as 
surety on the supersedeas bond. For this position he relies upon the 
decision in Laffoon v. Kerner, 188 N. C., 281, where it was held that the 
sureties on a stay bond were not liable when, pending the appeal from a 
justice’s judgment and before trial in the Superior Court, the defendant 
obtained a discharge in bankruptcy from all his debts, including the 
plaintiff’s claim, and interposed same by way of plea in bar of plaintiff’s 
suit. There is this distinction, however, between the facts of that case 
and the one at bar. In Laffoon’s case, supra, the liability of the surety . 
on the supersedeas bond had not become fixed and absolute when the 
principal named therein obtained his discharge in bankruptcy, and 
exhibited same to the court after plea setting up the fact; not so here. 
This, we apprehend, is a vital and important difference between the two 
cases. The contingency upon which the sureties in Laffoon’s case, supra, 
agreed to pay the judgment never happened—the discharge in bank- 
ruptey of the defendant having destroyed plaintifi’s debt before the 
liability of the sureties thereon became fixed necessarily worked a dis- 
missal of the action and a release of the sureties. Payne v. Able, 7 
Bush. (Ky.), 344; 3 Am. Rep., 316. But here the contingency, upon 
which W. H. Murray agreed to pay Bass’s judgment, has happened, and 
his liability therefor has become fixed and absolute; and this before any 
discharge in bankruptcy relieving R. Pittman Barnes from its pay- 
ment. W.H. Murray, therefore, at the present time, stands in the posi- 
tion of a codebtor. Section 16 of the Bankrupt Act of 1 July, 1898 
(U. 8. Comp. St., sec. 9600), which does not seem to have been amended 
or changed by subsequent legislation, reads as follows: ‘The liability 
of a person who is a codebtor with, or guarantor, or in any manner a 
surety for, a bankrupt shall not be altered by the discharge of such 
bankrupt.” In order to have prevented thts condition of affairs, the 
pending bankruptcy proceedings should have been called to the judge’s 
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attention by proper plea prior to the rendition of the ‘udgment at the 
second February civil term, 1922, of Robeson Superior Court. Gay v. 
Brookshire, 82 N. C., 409; Ollis v. Proffitt, 174 N. C., 675. 

The identical question here presented was before the Court of Appeals 
of Kentucky, in the case of Slusher v. Hopkins, 97 8. W., 1128, where it 
was held that the sureties in an appeal bond, conditioned on the payment 
of the judgment appealed from, in the event of its affirmance, were not 
discharged from liability by appellant, pending the appeal, filing a peti- 
tion in bankruptcy and obtaining his discharge subsequent to the affirm- 
ance of the judgment. To like effect is the decision of the Court of 
Appeals of New York in the case of Knapp v. Anderson, 71 N. Y., 466. 
And, in fact, as we understand it, Laffoon v. Kerner, supra, is in full 
support of, and in no way militates against, our present position. 

It is undoubtedly the practice in this State that a defendant in an 
action brought to recover on a dischargeable debt may p.ead in the trial 
court his discharge in bankruptcy, secured puis darrevyn continuance, 
and, unless some valid cause is shown to the contrary, the action will be 
dismissed. Laffoon v. Kerner, supra. But where, in a case of this kind, 
a stay of execution or supersedeas bond has been given, pending appeal, 
and the condition or contingency upon which the habilt:y of the surety 
was to become operative has happened, and this without any plea setting 
up the discharge, or even suggesting the bankruptcy proceedings, being 
interposed prior thereto, the surety will not be relieved of his obligation 
after judgment has been rendered against him. The bondsman having 
elected to deprive the judgment debtor of the opportunity of enforcing 
his claim, by voluntarily executing the swpersedeas bond, cannot now 
with propriety complain if he is required to live up to the terms of his 
undertaking. In the present case he agreed to assume the risk, upon 
conditions stated, and those conditions have been met. His liability has 
now become fixed and absolute. 

Affirmed. 





J. MATT HAM vy. NORFOLK AND WESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY. 
(Filed 8 November, 1922.) 


Instructions—-Damages—Punitive Damages—Appeal and Error—Preju- 
dice. 


There was evidence on the trial tending to show, in plaintiff’s behalf, 
that the defendant railroad company’s agent at its station assaulted the 
plaintiff without provocation, while he was on the defendant’s depot 
premises to purchase a ticket as a passenger on its train; and, in defend- 
ant’s behalf, that the plaintiff was there as an idler and loafer, making 
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himself a general nuisance, and grossly insulted the defendant’s agent, 
upon being ordered from the premises, in a manner well calculated to 
provoke the assault complained of: Held, a charge to the jury that they 
might award punitive damages in their discretion is reversible error, 
without the further instruction upon the conflicting evidence on the 
principle that such are allowable only in instances of malice, gross negli- 
gence, or other cause of aggravation in the act which caused the injury. 


AppraL by defendant from Harding, J., at May Term, 1922, of 
Forsytu. 

Civil action to recover damages for an unlawful assault upon plaintiff 
by defendant’s agents and employees in breach of the duty owed from 
defendant to plaintiff. There was evidence on part of plaintiff tending 
to show that in March, 1920, plaintiff was in and upon the premises of 
the railway station at Walkertown for the purpose of buying a ticket and 
taking the next train to Walnut Cove on defendant road, and while there 
for the purpose, the agent of defendant made an unlawful assault upon 
plaintiff with an insulator, an inkwell, and an iron poker, inflicting 
severe wounds and bruises, from which he still suffers. 

There was evidence on part of defendant tending to show that plaintiff 
was not on defendant’s premises for the purpose of becoming a pas- 
senger, but was there as an idler and a loafer, making himself a general 
nuisance. That he refused to leave when ordered off, and before going 
or attempting to leave, and before any assault made upon him, plaintiff 
grossly insulted defendant’s agent, and in a manner well calculated to 
provoke the assault complained of. 

- On issues submitted, the jury rendered the following verdict: 

“1, Did the defendant, the Norfolk and Western Railway Company, 
through its agent, unlawfully assault the plaintiff, as alleged? Answer: 
‘Yes,’ 

“2, What damages, if any, is the plaintiff entitled to recover therefor? 
Answer : ‘$2,000.’ ” 

Judgment on verdict for plaintiff, and defendant appealed, assigning 
errors. 


McMichael, Johnson & McMichael for plauntiff. 
F. M. Rivinus, Murray Allen, Raymond G. Parker, and Craige & 
Vogler for defendant. 


Hoxz, J. As now advised, we discover no error in this case as to the 
rule by which the question of liability has been determined, nor as to 
the award of compensatory damages, Harrison v. BR. R., ante, 86; Clark 
v. Bland, 181 N. C., 110, but we are of opinion that reversible error 
appears in the charge of the court on the question of punitive damages. 
Speaking to this question of punitive damages in the concurring opinion 
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of Ammons v. FR. R., 140 N. C., 200, it was said: “Exemplary or puni- 
tive damages are not given with a view to compensation, but are under 
some circumstances awarded in addition to compensation as a punish- 
ment to defendant, and as a warning to other wrongdoers. They are not 
allowed as a matter of course, but only where there are some features 
of aggravation, as when the wrong is done willfully and maliciously, or 
under circumstances of rudeness and oppression, or in a manner that 
evinces a reckless and wanton disregard of plaintiff’s sights.” And in 
the prior case of Holmes v. R. R., 94 N. C., 318, .t was held that 
punitive damages are not to be allowed “unless there is an element of 
fraud, malice, gross negligence, insult, or other cause of aggravation in 
the act which causes the injury.” Both of these statements were cited 
with approval in the recent case of Cottle v. Johnson, 179 N. C., 480, 
and in that case, among other things, it was directly held: ‘Where 
there is allegation and conflicting evidence that the defendant alienated 
the affections of the plaintiff’s wife, and also had crim:nal conversation 
with her, it is error for the trial judge to charge the jury that they may 
award punitive damages in their discretion without instructing them 
upon the law relating to the principles upon which punitive damages 
may only be awarded.” 

The charge of his Honor in the principle case comes directly within 
the condemnation of this ruling. For he tells the jury that in addition 
to compensatory damages they may add “such an amount of punitive 
damages as would be a reasonable punishment to the defendant for its 
wrongful acts,” without giving any further statement of the principles 
that should guide them to a correct and proper determination of such a 
question. 

For this error we are of opinion that there must be a new trial of the 
cause, and it 1s so ordered. 

New trial. 





L. L. BLEVINS v. NORFOLK AND WESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY. 
(Filed 8 November, 1922.) 


Appeal and Error—Unanswered Questions—Presumptions—Evidence. 


Upon the exception to the exclusion of an answer by the witness of a 
question, it must be made properly to appear what the expected answer 
would have been, to be considered on appeal, so that its materiality may 
appear of record, under the rule that prejudicial error will not be pre- 
sumed, but must affirmatively be established by the appellant. 


AppEAL by plaintiff from Finley, J., at July Term, 1922, of Asue. 
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Civil action to recover damages for the loss of plaintiff’s cow, alleged 
to have been killed by the negligent operation of defendant’s train. 
From a judgment in favor of defendant, the plaintiff appealed. 


Charles B. Spicer for plaintiff. 
T. C. Bowre for defendant. 


Sracy, J. Plaintiff’s cow was killed by defendant’s train on 2 Decem- 
ber, 1920. It was the contention of the defendant that the killing was 
accidental, and that the train could not have been stopped in time to 
have prevented the injury. In reply to this, the plaintiff, as a witness 
in his own behalf, offered to testify within what distance the train— 
admittedly running from ten to fifteen miles an hour—could have been 
stopped at that particular place. He stated that he was familiar with 
the track; that he had often observed trains passing up and down the 
line; that there was a cut and a curve at the place where the cow was 
killed; and that he had seen trains stop right near this particular point. 
There was also testimony to the effect that the engineer could have seen 
the cow for a distance of four hundred feet. Upon objection, the wit- 
ness was not allowed to answer, or to give his proposed evidence. This 
ruling may have been erroneous (Hanford v. &. #., 167 N. C., 277); 
but its materiality does not appear, as there is nothing on the record 
to show what the answer would have been. -Armfeld v. RR. R., 162 N. C., 
94, Prejudicial error will not be presumed; it must be affirmatively 
established. Jn re Ross, 182 N. C., 478. 

No error, 





S. D. BARNES vy. P. J. LEONARD et at.,, BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
OF DAVIDSON COUNTY. 


(Filed 8 November, 1922.) 


1. School Districts — Consolidation—Taxation—Nontax Territory—Elec- 
tions——Approval of Voters. 


Where special school tax districts have been consolidated with nonschool 
tax territory, it is, in effect, an enlargement of the special tax territory, 
and coming within the provisions of C. 8., 55380, it is required for the 
validity of a special tax to be levied for school purposes in the enlarged 
territory that it be approved by the voters outside of the special tax 
district, or districts included in the consolidated territory, at an election 
to be held according to law. 


2. School Districts — Consolidation — Taxation—Existing Districts—Col- 
lateral Attack—Actions—lInjunction. 


Where nonspecial school tax territory is included in a consolidated 
school tax district with a school tax district that has theretofore voted 
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and continued to levy-a special tax, the question of the validity of the 
tax so levied by the existing district cannot be attacked collaterally in a 
suit to enjoin the levy of a special tax on the entire consolidated district, 
later attempted to be formed. 


AppraL by defendants from Harding, J., at chambers, 30 September, 
1922, from Davinson. 

Civil action, heard on return of preliminary restraining order. 

From the affidavits and pleadings as presented, it appeared that in 
March, 1921, the board of education of said county made an order con- 
solidating certain school districts in said county, and on 7 March an 
election was ordered on the question of a special tax to supplement the 
school funds of said consolidated district. The election was held, and 
the proposed tax measure approved by the voters on 8 April, 1921. 
That the districts composing the said consolidated schcol district were 
Churchland District, No. 3; Sapona District, No. 2; Sowers District, 
No. 4. And at the time of consolidation and the election, etc., the said 
Churchland District was a special school tax district, having voted same 
in July, 1911, and district organized and tax levied and collected for 
purpose since said date, and the two other districts were districts in 
which no special tax had ever been voted. 

The action is to restrain the collection ot the special tax in the con- 
solidated district, and on the facts presented the court entered judgment 
continuing the restraining order to the final hearing, and defendants 
excepted and appealed. 


Walser & Walser for plainttff. 
J. R. McCrary and Raper & Raper for defendant. 


Hoxer, J. It has been held in several of our recent decisions that 
under a proper construction of the legislation now prevailing on the sub- 
ject, C. S., ch. 95, secs. 5469-5526, etc., also Laws 1921, ch. 179, that 
while county boards of education are given power to consolidate special 
tax districts, observing the provisions of the statutes in reference thereto, 
when they undertake to consolidate special tax districts with school 
districts in which no special tax has been voted, the case, in so far as 
levying the uniform tax is concerned, is one coming under the require 
ments of C. S., 5530, referring more especially to the enlargement of 
special tax districts, and in which it is provided that before any such 
consolidation or enlargement shall take place, it must have the approval 
of the voters outside of the special tax district or districts. Hicks v. 
Comrs., 183 N. C., 394; Perry v. Comrs., 183 N. C., 887; Paschal v. 
Johnson, 183 N. C., 129. 
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In further application of the principle approved in these decisions in 
Burney v. Comrs., ante, 274, decided intimation is given that a formal 
election on the question in the outlying or nontax territory would not 
always be regarded as essential, provided it affirmatively appeared that 
in an election on the question by the entire district a majority of the 
voters in the outlying territory had in fact approved the measure. 

On the present record, however, there is no evidence tending to show, 
nor is it claimed or suggested that the voters of these two nontax districts 
have given their sanction to this proposed tax levy, and the case, there- 
fore, as now presented, comes directly within the decisions of Perry 
v. Comrs., supra, and Hicks v. Comrs., supra, to the effect that the levy 
of the special tax for the consolidated district has not been properly 
approved. 

It is urged for the appellant that decisions relied upon by appellee do 
not apply here by reason of an averment in the answer that Churchland 
District, No. 8, was never lawfully a special tax district, because the 
election under which it was organized and the special tax imposed was 
held in July, 1911, within three months of another election in May of the 
same year, citing for the position Weesner v. Davidson, 182 N. C., 604. 
Whatever may be the effect of this averment when properly presented 
and established, it appears that Churchland District, No. 3, was organ- 
ized and has functioned as a special tax district since 1911, and the 
election in question has been recognized and acted on both by the munici- 
pal government and electors as valid since said date, and on authority 
its existence as a special tax district cannot be assailed collaterally in a 
proceeding of this character. S. v. Cooper, 101 N. C., 684; Riggsbee 
v, Durham, 98 N. C., 81; School District v. School District, 45 Kansas, 
543; Voss v. School District, 18 Kansas, 467; Keweenaw Asso. v. School 
District, 98 Mich., 487; 35 Cyc., p. 846. It will be noted that in the 
Weesner case, supra, the action was one in which the validity of the 
election was directly assailed. 

On the facts as they now appear, we are of opinion that his Honor 
correctly ruled that the restraining order be continued to the final 
hearing. 

Affirmed. 
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Cc. T. EVANS v. COMMISSIONERS OF DAVIDSON COUNTY. 
(Filed 8 November, 1922.) 


(For digest, see Barnes v. Leonard, next preceding.) 


Civit action, heard on return te preliminary order against the levy- 
ing a tax in a consolidated school district, heard before Harding, J., 
holding the courts of the Twelfth District, on 30 September, 1922. 
There was judgment continuing the restraining order to the hearing, 
and the defendants excepted and appealed. 


Walser & Walser for plaintiff. 
J. fh. McCrary and Raper & Raper for defendants. 


Hoxe, J. For the reasons stated in the preceding case of Barnes v. 
Comrs., we approve of his Honor’s ruling that the restraining order be 
continued to the hearing. And for the additional! reasons: (1) that on 
the facts as here presented it affirmatively appears that the voters of the 
nontax territory disapproved of the measure; (2) that the objection 
raised to the validity of the special tax districts in Barnes v. Comrs., 
ante, 825, 1s apparently not presented in this record for the reason that 
the election establishing said district was held in 1910, one year before 
the enactment of the statute, Laws 1911, ch. 135, which prohibited 
elections on this subject oftener than once in two years. OC. S., 5533. 

The judgment continuing the restraining order to the hearing is 

Affirmed. 





SOUTH GEORGIA MOTOR COMPANY y. GEORGE C. JACKSON, SHERIFF. 
(Filed 8 November, 1922.) 


Intoxicating Liquors—Spirituous Liquors—Transportation—Automobiles 
—Forfeitures—Mortgages—Registration of Instruments, 
©. 8., 3408, creating a forfeiture of an automobile used in the unlawful 
transportation of intoxicating liquors, and providing for its sale, ete., by 
its express terms relates only to the interest therein of the violator of 
the law upon his conviction, and cannot be extended by legal construction 
to include the interest of a mortgagee of the automobile who is entirely 
ignorant and innocent of the unlawful act of which the defendant has been 
convicted; nor wil! the failure of registration of the mortgage affect the 
matter under our registration laws enacted for the protection of creditors 
and purchasers for a valuable consideration, ete. 


CLARK, C. J., dissenting. 
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Appa by plaintiff from Cranmer, J., at April Term, 1922, of New 
HANOVER. 

Civil action, tried upon an agreed statement of facts. Judgment was 
entered for the defendant, and the plaintiffs excepted and appealed. 

The substance of the facts agreed is as follows: 

1. The plaintiffs are residents of the city of Savannah, Ga., and co- 
partners engaged in the business of selling automobiles under the general 
name of South Georgia Motor Company. | 

2, On 14 February, 1920, the plaintiffs sold to Christos N. Christakog 
and Chan Mavrikis a Cadillac touring car at the price of $2,000, the 
defendants paying $500 in cash and giving their joint promissory note 
for $1,500, payable thirty days after date. To secure the deferred pay- 
ment, the purchasers gave the plaintiffs a mortgage on the ear, which 
was registered on 25 September, 1920, in Chatham County, Georgia. 

8. On 21 September, 1920, said Mavrikis was arrested and imprisoned 
in the city of Wilmington for the illegal transportation in said car of 
intoxicating liquor. He was operating the car at the time of his arrest 
contrary to the laws of the State and the United States, The defendant 
seized the automobile, and Mavrikis afterward gave a bond for his 
appearance on 28 September, but forfeited his bond, did not appear, and 
has never been tried on the offense charged. Judgment absolute was 
rendered on the appearance bond, and the automobile was condemned 
by the recorder’s court, and afterward the sheriff, under the direction of 
the court, advertised it for sale in accordance with the statute. 

4, Plaintiffs, who held the mortgage for $1,500, had no knowledge that 
Christakos or Mavrikis intended to use the car for the ilegal trans- 
portation of liquor or other violation of the law, and had no knowledge 
of such violation until after Mavrikis was arrested. 

5. No part of the mortgage for the $1,500 has been paid, and Mav- 
rikis and Christakos are both insolvent. 

6. The market value of the automobile at the time of the seizure was 
$1,250. 

7, The mortgage was executed on 14 September, 1920, but was not 
recorded by the plaintiffs until a few days after the arrest of Mavrikis in 
the city of Wilmington. 


K. O. Burgwyn for plaintiffs. 
Rountree & Carr for defendant. 


Apams, J. The plaintiffs admit that the statute providing for the 
confiscation or forfeiture of an automobile operated in the unlawful 
transportation of intoxicating liquor is a valid exercise of the police 
power (Daniels v. Homer, 1389 N. C., 219), but they deny that the statute 
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is broad enough to include the interest which they claim in the con- 
demned car by virtue of their mortgage. It will be noted that the mort- 
gage was executed on 14 September, and registered on 25 September, 
four days after the arrest of Mavrikis. 

“If any person . . . shall have in possession any spirituous 

liquors in violation of law, the sheriff, . . . who shall seize 
auch liquors by any authority provided by law: is authorized and re- 
quired to seize and take into his custody any . . . automobile 

used in conveying, concealing, or removing such spirituous 
Liquors, and safely keep the same until the guilt or innocence of the 
defendant has been determined upon his trial, . . . and upon con- 
viction of a violation of the law, the defendant shall forfeit and lose all 
right, title, and interest in and to the property so seized; and it shall 
be the duty of the sheriff having in possession the automobile so used 

to advertise and sell the same under the laws governing the sale 
of personal property under execution.” C. S., 3403. This statute was 
construed and the rights of a mortgagee were discussed in Skinner v. 
Thomas, 171 N. C., 103. In that case it was said: “The operative 
and material part of the statute is, ‘and upon conviction of a violation 
of said law said defendant shall lose all right, title, and interest in and 
to the property so seized,’ and as this confines the forfeiture to the right, 
title, and interest of the defendant, we are without power to extend its 
terms and embrace the right, title, and interest of the plaintiffs, mort- 
gagees, who were not defendants, and who have had no connection with 
the illegal conduct of the defendant. The language of the second and 
third sections of the act is somewhat broader than that ised in the first 
section, but as we have seen, the second section only deals with the sale 
of property when no person is arrested, and the third with the distribu- 
tion of the proceeds of sale, and cannot be held to extend the forfeiture 
in the first section beyond its terms. 

“The distinction between the case before us and the Federal cases cited 
by the defendant (U. S. v. Two Bay Mules, 36 Fed., 84; Dostellery v. 
U. 8.,96 U. S., 395; U.S. v. One Black Horse, 129 Fec., 167; U. &. v. 
Two Horses, Fed. Cases, No. 16578; U. S. v. Distillery, Fed. Cases, No. 
14963) is clear, as the Federal cases are based on statutes which declare 
the property forfeited, while our statute only confiscates the right, title, 
and interest of the defendant in the property. 

“The decision in Daniels v. Homer, supra, 1s upon the same ground, 
the statute then before the Court declaring that the nets used illegally, 
and not the interest of the defendant in the nets, should ke forfeited.” 

It is argued that in the case at bar the plaintiffs’ mortgage was not 
registered. Nor does it appear that the mortgage referred to in Skin- 
ner’s case, supra, was registered. There is nothing to indicate registra- 
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tion in the statement of the case, in the briefs of counsel, or in the 
opinion of the Court. Besides, the statutes providing for the registra- 
tion of mortgages are intended primarily to protect creditors and pur- 
chasers, and not to attach to the instrument additional efficacy as be- 
tween the mortgagor and the mortgagee. In Williams v. Jones, 95 N. C., 
505, Ashe, J., said: “By The Code, sec. 1254, it is declared that ‘no 
deed of trust or mortgage for real or personal estate shall be valid at 
law to pass any property as against creditors and purchasers for a 
valuable consideration from the donor, bargainor, or mortgagor, but 
from the registration of such deed of trust or mortgage,’ ete. 

“Prior to the passage of this act, a mortgage was valid even against 
creditors and purchasers, and it was required to be registered for their 
benefit. But as between the parties, their rights were undisturbed by 
the act, and they are left as they existed before its passage. 

“There is no principle better settled than that, as between the parties, 
a mortgage is valid without registration. Leggett v. Bullock, 44 N. C., 
283.” 

Tt is contended that the Court’s construction of the statute in Skinner 
v. Thomas, supra, affords such opportunity for collusion as will destroy 
the purpose of the law in its practical operation. But we cannot 
accept such possibility as a ground for extending the terms of the statute 
to cases not within the contemplation of the Legislature; it is our duty 
to declare the law, not to make it. S. v. Johnson, 181 N. C., 640. In 
the instant case, however, the defendant admits that the plaintiffs were 
not in criminal collusion with the purchasers of the car. 

Upon a review of the record, we think the judgment should be 

Reversed. 


Cuark, ©. J., dissenting: This case comes up on an agreed state 
of facts. On 14 September, 1920, the plaintiff, in Chatham County, 
Georgia, sold to Christos N. Christakos and Chan Mavrikis a Cadillac 
automobile, which is duly described, for the sum of $2,000. The pur- 
chasers paid $500 in cash for the property and gave their joint promis- 
sory note for $1,500. This was a conditional sale, as to which the 
failure to register has the same effect as the failure to register a mort- 
gage. ©. S., 3312. The vendor did not record this instrument in 
Georgia until 25 September, after the purchasers had been arrested on 
91 September for transporting intoxicating liquor in said automobile, 
and after the said automobile had been seized and held by the sheriff of 
New Hanover for their violation of the laws of this State. 

The question presented is whether the action of the vendor in record- 
ing the conditional sale subsequent to the legal seizure here under due 
process of law, for violation of the law of this State can divest the lien 
which the State acquired by the seizure. 
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The statute, C. S., 3403, provides that when the law is violated which 
prohibits the keeping or having “in possession any spirisuous, vinous, or 
malt liquors in violation of law, the sheriff or other officer of any county, 
city, or town who shall seize such liquors by any authority provided by 
law, is hereby authorized and required to seize and take into his custody 
any vessel, boat, cart, carriage, automobile, and all horses or other 
animals or things used in conveying, concealing, or removing such spirit- 
uous, vinous, or malt liquors, and safely keep the same until the guilt 
or innocence of the defendant has been determined upon a trial for the 
violation of any such law making it unlawful to so keep in possession 
any spirituous, vinous, or malt liquors, and upon conviction of a viola- 
tion of the law, the defendant shall forfeit and lose all right, title, and 
interest in and to the property seized, and it shall be the duty of the 
sheriff having in possession the vessel, boat, cart, carriage, automobile, 
and all horses and other animals or things so used in conveying, conceal- 
ing, or removing such spirituous, vinous, or malt liquors, to advertise 
and sell the same under the laws governing the sale of personal property 
under execution.” 

The validity of statutes forfeiting property used in violation of the 
statute has been often sustained. In this Court this was upheld in 
Daniels v. Homer, 139 N. C., 219, which has been since cited as authority 
in Daniels v. Homer, 146 N. C., 275; S. v. Blake, 157 N. C., 609, and 
Skinner v. Thomas, 171 N. C., 98. Daniels v. Homer, supra, was based 
upon Lawton v. Steele, 119 N. Y., 226, which on wr:t of error was 
affirmed, 152 U.8., 183, and has ever since been upheld as the unques- 
tioned authority as to the validity of such statutes. Indeed, in numer- 
ous United States authorities it has been held that property so used is 
forfeited, even when it is not the property of the party having the prop- 
erty in possession, and the illegal use is without the knowledge of the 
true owners. This, of course, forfeits the property even when there is 
a registered mortgage thereon. Many of these cases are cited in Skinner 
v. Thomas, 171 N. C., at pp. 106-107. The principle laid down in these 
cases is thus stated: “Animals and conveyances use] in removing 
spirituous liquors to evade payment of the tax are subject to be forfeited 
though used by a person who had hired them from the owner repre 
senting that they would be used for another purpose. . . . When 
property becomes liable to forfeiture under the positive provisions of a 
statute, owners who have in no way participated in the frauds which 
caused the forfeiture must seek redress from the wrongdoers who unlaw- 
fully used the property with which they were entrusted or they can 
apply to the officers of the Government invested with the authority to 
remit forfeitures. . . . This proceeding is in rem; the mules and 
wagons are considered the offenders, and are liable to forfeiture without 


N.O.] FALL TERM, 1929. 333 


Motor Co. v. JACKSON. 


any regard whatsoever to the personal misconduct or responsibility of 
the owners.” If this were not so, the forfeiture could be so easily evaded 
that the statute would become practically unenforceable. 

Indeed, the law is thus summed up in 22 Cyc., 1643: ‘“AII personal 
property employed in the business of illicit distilling is subject to for- 
feiture, irrespective of ownership”; and in same volume, at p. 1681, it 
is sald: “In addition to the penalties imposed upon persons who re 
move concealed goods upon which the tax has not been paid with intent 
to defraud, all conveyances and animals used in the accomplishment of 
this unlawful purpose are forfeitable. Knowledge or intent on the part 
of the owner of a conveyance to use it illegally is not required to be 
shown. The conveyance and animals are considered the offenders, and 
are lable without regard to the misconduct or responsibility of the 
owner. Innocent owners of property forfeited must obtain redress from 
those who were entrusted with the property and used it unlawfully or 
by application to the officers of the Government who have been invested 
with authority to remit forfeitures.” The notes to that summary of the 
law show that the authorities are practically uniform that when prop- 
erty is used in violation of law it is subject to forfeiture, although the 
owner has no knowledge of the purpose. The proceeding is in rem 
against the property which has been devoted to an illegal purpose. 

It is claimed in this case that under our statute above cited, which 
makes forfeitable all right, title, and interest in the property seized, the 
wrongdoer can protect himself by the device of hiring the property or 
placing a mortgage thereon. This would be practically a nullification 
of all means of enforcing the law in such cases, but the defendants rely 
upon the decision in Skinner v. Thomas, 171 N. C., 98. It is true that 
it does not appear in that case that the mortgage was recorded at the 
time of the “seizure” of the property under process of law, but it is 
admitted by the briefs on both sides in this case that in Skinner v. 
Thomas, supra, the mortgage was in fact recorded. 

In this case it affirmatively appears that the mortgage was not 
registered at the time the property was “seized” for the penalty due the 
State, and the question now presented to us for the first time is whether 
when the mortgage is not registered, the mortgagee can exempt the prop- 
erty from liability denounced by the statute by subsequently recording 
the mortgage. The question has been clearly settled against the claims 
of the holder of the subsequently registered mortgage at this term in the 
case of Hardware Co. v. Garage Co., ante, 125, in which the opinion was 
filed on 27 September, 1922, and in which it was held: “A chattel 
mortgagee has no lien upon the automobiles and trucks unless registered 
at the time of the appointment of a receiver for the debtor in whose 
possession they were.” 
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The right, title, and interest in the property under the unregistered 
mortgage passed as absolutely to the State upon the seizure of the auto- 
mobile for violation of the law as it passed to the receiver under the 
appointment of the court under a direction to hold the same for the bene- 
fit of the general creditors. In that case the Court sa'd: “The auto- 
mobiles and trucks embraced in the order appointing the receiver passed 
the property to him for the benefit of, the general creditors and the 
holder of the unregistered mortgage was held to have acquired no lien 
upon them nor upon the proceeds by the subsequent registration of the 
mortgage. Starr v. Wharton, 177 N. C., 324.” 

Both these cases quote Observer Co. v. Little, 175 N. C., 42, as decisive 
of this question, the Court there saying: “It is held further with us 
that after the proceeding is instituted and receiver appointed, no general 
creditor can on his own account take any separate or effective steps in 
furtherance of his claim,” which in that case was attempted by the sub- 
sequent registration of a mortgage, and it was further said: “Under 
these conditions, it is in accord with right reason that a proceeding of 
this character and the appointment of a receiver thereunder shall be 
considered in the nature of judicial process by which the rights of 
general creditors are ‘fastened upon the property’ within the meaning of 
the principle and avoiding all claims for specific liens which have not 
obtained legal priority by having the same duly registered as provided 
and required by law; and well considered authority is in full support 
of the position,” citing numerous authorities. Of course, there could 
pass to the receiver only the right, title, and interest 07 the debtor for 
whose property he was appointed receiver, but the Court explicitly held 
that by his appointment the lien for the benefit of creditors was fastened 
upon the property for the right, title, and interest as it then stood, and 
this could not be changed by the subsequent registration cf any mortgage. 

In the present case, by the highest authority, the s:atute itself, an 
authority certainly stronger than the decree of a court appointing a 
receiver, the lien of the law was “fastened upon this automobile,” and it 
could not be divested by the subsequent registration of a raortgage or con- 
ditional sale. The State cannot be compelled to go into a controversy in 
all such eases over the question whether the mortgage subsequently regis- 
tered was fraudulent and fictitious in order to divest the claim of the 
sovereign. It is very certain that men engaged in the business of violat- 
ing the law should not be afforded opportunity to thus divest the lien 
acquired by a judicial seizure. If creditors cannot thus divest the lien 
acquired by the appointment of a receiver by the subsequent registration 
of a mortgage, those whose property has been seized by the Government 
for being used in violation of law cannot be afforded opportunity to 
defraud the Government, whose laws they are violating, by subsequently 
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registering mortgages and throwing upon the Government the almost 
impossible task of proving that such mortgages are not fraudulently 
executed, as well as recorded, subsequent to the seizure. 

The proposition cannot be better stated than by Hoke, J., in Hardware 
Co. v. Holt, 173 N. C., 310, where he thus says: “True, the receivers, 
unless otherwise provided in the order, did not properly assume control 
of the property until they had qualified. Certainly, they could make 
no authoritative disposition of it before that; but the language of the 
statute is that the property vests at the date of the appointment, and 
that the title of the corporation is divested at that date. The statute 
was evidently expressed in these explicit and peremptory terms with a 
view of insuring a distribution of the property under the conditions 
existent at the time of the appointment and to prevent a creditor from 
obtaining any advantage over another from and after that time, and it 
is therefore explicitly provided that from such date the corporation 
shall have no interest in the property on which a lien can be acquired.” 

In this case, the purchasers of the automobile, as against the world, 
had the full right, title, and interest to this property when it was seized 
by the State as forfeited under the statute. The fact that the seller of 
the machine still had a right in equity to acquire a lien as against the 
purchasers by recording his mortgage, in no wise affected the absolute 
right, title, and interest of the purchasers in the property until such 
mortgage was recorded. Until such registration, the property could 
have been sold by the purchasers, and an absolute title conveyed. Until 
such registration, the property could have been sold under an execution 
for debt against the purchasers, and the sheriff would have conveyed an. 
absolute title. Until such registration, upon the appointment of a 
receiver, absolute title would have passed to him to hold the absolute 
title to the property, and this could not have been affected in any of 
these cases by any subsequent registration of a mortgage or conditional 
sale. 

For further and stronger reasons, when the Government, to enforce 
the majesty of its violated laws, seizes property on which there has been 
no mortgage recorded, the absolute title, by virtue of that judicial pro- 
ceeding, is vested in the State, to be held subject to the verdict of the 
jury as to the guilt of the defendant, and if found guilty, under the 
terms of the statute, the property should be sold and the proceeds turned 
into the school fund, as C. S., 3405, provides, and no subsequent regis- 
tration of a mortgage can detract from the absolute title which passed 
to the Government by virtue of its seizure any more than a subsequent 
registration could affect the title acquired by sale of the property to an 
individual, or under execution, or its assignment by the appointment of 
a receiver, or in any other instance. 
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The seizure of the property for forfeiture, under C. S., 3408, is a 
judicial procedure, which made the State a “purchaser” under the terms 
of the registration act, C. S., 3311, and its title can be divested only by 
a verdict of acquittal and order of the court, C. S., 3408. The violation 
of the law subjecting the offender to a penalty, whica is a debt, the 
State became a creditor when the violation occurred, and this debt has 
priority over any mortgage registered subsequent to suzh violation and 
by virtue of the seizure the State also became a purchaser of the title, 
subject to be divested only by acquittal or order of the court. Both 
as purchaser and creditor the State has priority over subsequently re- 
corded liens. 

Upon what reasoning can it be held that the title acquired by the 
Government in the exercise of the highest power, to enforce a penalty, or 
in seizing property under judicial proceedings, is less efficacious than 
the sale to another individual, or under execution, or by the appointment 
of a receiver ? 

A penalty for violation of law being a debt to the State, a seizure to 
enforce this collection takes precedence over a claimant under an un- 
registered mortgage as fully as under an attachment by any other 
creditor. 

Not only is a fine, or a penalty due the State, a “debt,” but it is a 
debt that has preference over judgments and other debts C. S., 93 (4), 
and even the homestead does not avail against it. S. v. Davis, 82 N. C., 
610, and citations thereto in Anno. Ed. And as to forfeitures, a repeal 
of the statute conferring it will not affect any forfeiture, or rights 
accruing, prior to the repeal of the statute creating the forfeiture. 
C.S., 3948. 





W. E. STORY v. BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF 
ALAMANCE COUNTY. 


(Filed 8 November, 1922.) 


1. Constitutional Law—Races—Negro—Schools—School Districts—Taxa- 
tion. 

A schoo! district, made under the provisions of a private statute co- 
terminous with the limits of a city, vesting in a school committee ap- 
pointed under Public Laws of 1899, ch. 782, sec. 76, the sole control of the 
public schools of the city, by reference to a school district for each race is 
not a violation of our State Constitution, Art. IX, sec. 2, as a discrimina- 
tion between the races, when by proper interpretation it appears that the 
intent of the statute was to define the boundaries of a district where the 
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races were to attend separate schools, without discrimination in the 
apportionment of the proceeds of the bonds, or school facilities; and the 
sale of the bonds may not be enjoined on that account. 


2. Statutes — Taxation — Schools — School Districts — Supplementary 
Powers. 


Public Laws, Extra Session of 1920, ch. 87, applying to all school dis- 
tricts within the State, including incorporated cities and towns, requiring 
an election to be called upon the proposition of levying an additional special 
annual tax, etc., in the manner therein specified, is not in substitution of 
the existing powers of school districts, etc., and may be exercised inde- 
pendently of the provisions of ©. S., 5523; nor is the statute of 1920, in 
its application to the town of Burlington, repealed by Public Laws of 1921, 
ch. 81, allowing that town from time to time to raise and appropriate 
money for erecting, enlarging, repairing, and equipping school buildings, 
and acquiring land for school purposes. 


8. Statutes—Interpretation. 


The repealing of a statute by implication is not favored by the courts, 
and they will not do so if by any reasonable construction the statutes may 
be reconciled and repugnaney avoided. 


4, Same—Schools—School Districts—Bonds. 


The general statutory inhibition against an election in a school district 
upon the issuance of bonds within two years after an election in which the 
question had been disapproved, C. S., 5588, does not apply to an election 
held under a public-local law applicable only to a certain city or district. 


AppraL by plaintiff from Connor, J., at chambers, 4 October, 1922, 
from ALAMANCE. 

Controversy without action to enjoin the defendant from holding a 
special election within the corporate limits of the city of Burlington on 
the question of issuing bonds on behalf of a school district. The follow- 
ing is a summary of the material “facts agreed.” 

1. The members of the board of education were elected by the alder- 
men of the city pursuant to the provisions of Private Laws of 1907, 
ch, 341. 

2. On 22 September, 1922, the board of education presented to the 
defendant a petition for an election to be held in the graded school dis- 
trict, which is coterminous with the city, on 9 January, 1923, pursuant 
to Public Laws, Extra Session, 1920, ch. 87, and the amendments thereto, 
on the question of issuing bonds of said district for a maximum principal 
amount of $150,000 to be used for the purpose of erecting, enlarging, 
altering, and equipping school buildings and acquiring sites, or for any 
one or more of these purposes. 

8. The defendant heard the petition and ordered that an election be 
held on the question of issuing bonds in an amount not exceeding 
$150,000, and of levying a sufficient annual tax to pay the principal and 
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interest on said bonds, and ordered a new registration of the voters in 
said district. 

4. Pursuant to Private Laws of 1913, ch. 268, and the vote of a 
majority of the qualified voters, the city of Burlington has issued $40,000 
of bonds for school purposes, which are now an outstanding obligation 
of the city. 

5. Pursuant to sec. 76, ch. 732, Public Laws of Nortk. Carolina, 1899, 
at an election duly called and held by the board of aldermen of the city 
of Burlington a special tax for schools of 30 cents on the $100 valuation 
of property was voted by a majority of the qualified voters, and said 
tax has been annually levied by the board of aldermen of the city of 
Burlington, and collected by the tax collector of the city of Burlington; 
in the year 1917, under and pursuant to the provisions of Public Laws 
1917, ch. 102, a majority of the qualified voters of the city of Burlington, 
at an election called and held by the board of aldermen of the city, voted 
in favor of an additional tax for schools of 20 cents on the $100 valua- 
tion of property, the same to be in addition to the 30 cents theretofore 
voted, and such additional tax, or so much thereof as the board of alder- 
men has deemed necessary, has since said date been annually levied by 
the board of aldermen, and collected by the tax collector of said city. 

6. On 4 April, 1922, the city of Burlington held an election under the 
Municipal Finance Act, 1921, upon the question of the approval of a 
bond ordinance passed 14 February, 1922, and authorizing bonds in a 
maximum principal amount of $100,000 for the purpose of enlarging, 
altering, repairing, and equipping school buildings and acquiring land, 
or land and buildings, for school purposes, or for any one or more of said 
purposes, and at said election the said bond ordinance was not approved. 

7. The assessed valuation of property for taxation in the territory 
embraced within the boundaries of the alleged Burlington City Graded 
School District, as fixed for the year 1922, is in excess of $9,500,000, 
and that the only bonds which have been issued for schools within said 
territory are the $40,000 bonds issued pursuant to ch. 268, Private Laws 
of North Carolina, Session 1913, as hereinbefore set out. 

It is the declared intention and purpose of the board of commissioners 
of Alamance County to hold said election as ordered, and, if a majority 
of the qualified voters at said election vote in favor of issuing said bonds, 
to levy annually a special tax ad valorem on all taxable property within 
said alleged Burlington City Graded School District for the purpose of — 
paying the principal and interest of the bonds. 

9. The plaintiff contends that upon the foregoing agreed facts the 
territory embraced within the corporate limits of the city of Burlington 
and its inhabitants do not constitute a school district and that ch. 87, 
Public Laws of North Carolina, Extra Session of 1920, has no applica- 
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tion to the schools within said territory; and that, therefore, the defend- 
ants should be perpetually enjoined and restrained from holding said 
election under said chapter 87, and from taking any further steps in the 
premises. And that in any event an election upon the question of issu- 
ing bonds for schools within the city of Burlington cannot be held 
within two years from 4 April, 1922, the date of the last election upon 
that question. 

10. The defendants contend that upon the foregoing agreed facts the 
territory embraced within the corporate limits of the city of Burlington, 
and the inhabitants thereof, constitute a school district, and that under 
ch. 87, Public Laws of North Carolina, Extra Session, 1920, they have 
full right and power to order and hold said election, and in the event 
that the same results favorably, and the said bonds are sold, to levy a 
tax upon all the taxable property within said school district for the 
purpose of paying and sufficient to pay the principal and interest of such 
bonds, and that no injunction should be granted; and that there is no 
law preventing the holding of said election within two years after the 
election held 4 April, 1922. 

Upon the hearing, his Honor adjudged that the petitioner is not 
entitled to have the holding of said election enjoined, and denied the 
plaintiff’s application for an injunction. The plaintiff excepted, and 
appealed. 


Carroll & Carroll for plaintiff. 
Parker & Long and Coulter & Cooper for defendant. 


Apams, J. The purpose of the action is to enjoin the defendant from 
holding a special election in the city of Burlington on the question of 
issuing bonds for the benefit of the schools conducted in a school district 
which is coterminous with the corporate boundaries of the city. The 
order of the defendant authorizing the election was made pursuant to 
the provisions of an act passed by the Legislature at the Extra Session 
of 1920. Public Laws, Extra Session, 1920, ch. 87. The plaintiff con- 
tends that the order was ultra vires, and that any bonds issued as the 
result of the election would be invalid. His contention involves three 
propositions: 

1. The city of Burlington is not a school district. 

2. The election can be ordered only in pursuance of C. S., 5523, or 
in any event not by virtue of Public Laws, Extra Session, 1920, ch. 87. 

3. That on 4 April, 1922, the municipal authorities of the city of 
Burlington held an election on the question of issuing school bonds, and 
another election cannot be held in the district for the same purpose 
within two years from that date. C.S., 5533. 
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In support of the first proposition it is said that by virtue of a statute 
enacted in 1901 (Private Laws 1901, ch. 187), the city constitutes two 
school districts—one for the white race and another for the colored 
race—and that the existence of these two districts implics that each race 
shall be taxed in breach of the Constitution for the maintenance of the 
separate schools; and, moreover, that the order for the election does not 
specify whether the bonds are to be voted upon by the one district or the 
other, or how the proceeds from the sale shall be applied as between 
the two races. We do not concur in this construction of the act. We 
think the reference to a school district for each race was intended to 
define the boundaries of the district in which there are schools for both 
races, and to make the boundaries of the district coterminous with those 
in the municipality. In fact, the plaintiff admits that the boundaries 
of the school district are the same as those of the city. Section 3 of 
the act of 1901 vests in the school committee appointed under the act of 
1899 sole control of the public schools of the city, and it was no doubt 
the primary intention of the Legislature merely to provide that the two 
races should be taught in separate schools. The order for the election 
expresses the purpose for which the bonds are to be issued and it contains 
no suggestion of discrimination between the white and colored races, 
Const. N. C., Art. LX, sec. 2; Riggsbee v. Durham, 94 N. C., 800; Puitt 
v. Comrs., rbid., 709; Markham v. Manning, 96 N. C., 132. 

The plaintiff next contends that the election can be ordered, if at all, 
only under the provisions of C. 8., 5528, and that the act of 1920 has 
no application. Pubhe Laws, Extra Session, 1920, ch. 87. This sec- 
tion provides that in any schoo! district which includes an incorporated 
city or town, upon the written petition of one-third of the qualified 
voters of the district for an election to be held upon the question of 
levying an additional special annual tax to an amount specified in the 
petition, with the approval of the school trustees of the district, such 
election shall be ordered by the governing body of such city or town in 
case the district 1s confined exclusively to such city or town, or by the 
board of county commissioners if the district includes a part of the 
county not embraced within the city or town. The act of 1920, supra, 
applies to all school districts in the State, and confers powers in addition 
to and not in substitution of the existing powers of the school districts. 
It provides that under it, or under any other act, anv school district 
may issue bonds (section 8), that the term ‘school district’ shall include 
the principal administrative or governing body of a school district, by 
whatever name it may be called (section 9). Section 6 provides that 
whenever the board of trustees of any school district shall so request, the 
board of county commissioners . . . shall order a special election 
to be held in the school district at such time as the board of trustees may 
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designate for the purpose of voting upon the question of issuing bonds 
and levying a tax; and séction 1 provides that upon approval of the 
bond issue at the election by a majority of the qualified voters, the board 
of trustees of the school district shall be authorized to issue the bonds of 
such district for the purpose of erecting, enlarging, altering, and equip- 
ping school buildings, and acquiring land for such buildings, or for any 
one or more of these purposes, and that the county commissioners may 
levy an ad valorem tax for the purpose of paying the principal and 
interest of the bonds. 

In our opinion this act and section 5523 are not in conflict as to the 
question here presented. The powers conferred by the later statute are 
in addition to and not in substitution of the provisions of the older 
statute. One provides for levying a tax, the other provides for issuing 
bonds. But the plaintiff insists that the act of 1920 has been repealed 
by a private law enacted by the Legislature at the Extra Session of 1921, 
which is as follows: “That in the manner and subject to the limitations 
now or hereafter provided by the Constitution and laws of the State, the 
city of Burlington may, from time to time, raise and appropriate money 
for erecting, enlarging, altering, repairing, and equipping school build- 
ings, and acquiring land, or land and buildings, for school purposes.” 
Public Laws, Extra Session, 1921, ch. 81. 

Tt will be noted that the object of this statute is to grant to the city 
authority to raise and appropriate money for the same purpose for 
which the school trustees are authorized to issue bonds under the act 
of 1920. Extra Session, ch. 87. It does not profess in express terms 
to withdraw the powers conferred upon the trustees of the school district. 
Does it withdraw such powers by implication? The repeal of statutes 
by implication is not favored. The presumption is against the inten- 
tion to repeal where express terms are not used, and it will not be 
indulged if by any reasonable construction the statutes may be reconciled 
and declared to be operative without repugnance. “To justify the pre- 
sumption of an intention to repeal one statute by another, either the two 
statutes must be irreconcilable, or the intent to effect a repeal must be 
otherwise clearly expressed.” 386 Cyc., 1072; College v. Lacy, 1380 N. C,, 
864; 8. v. Davis, 129 N. C., 570; S. v. Perkins, 141 N. C., 797; Suther- 
land on St. Con., sec. 188; Black on Int. of Laws, 112. We are unable 
to discover such repugnancy between the two acts as will necessarily 
work a repeal of the powers conferred upon the trustees of the school 
by the act of 1920. 

The plaintiff further contends that the order for the election is invalid 
because it provides for a second election within two years after a prior 
election in the same district on the same question. C. S., 5533. On 
14 February, 1922, the city submitted to the voters of the district an 
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ordinance approving the issuance of bonds in the maximum principal 
amount of $100,000 for the purpose of enlarging, altering. repairing, and 
equipping school buildings and acquiring land and buildings for school 
purposes, and at an election held 4 April the ordinance was not ap- 
proved. In Weesner v. Davidson, 182 N. C., 605, it is decided that 
where an election is held on the question of levying a special tax for a 
school district and defeated a second election cannot be ordered by the 
same authority on the same question in the same district within two 
years after the former unsuccessful election. The facts presented in 
the instant case differ from the facts in Weesner’s case, supra, in a most 
important particular. The General Assembly has conferred upon the 
school trustees the power to issue bonds for the purpose of erecting, 
enlarging, altering, and equipping schoo] buildings and acquiring sites, 
and to levy an ad valorem tax to pay the principal and interest, and 
upon the city the power, subject to the laws of the State, to raise and 
appropriate money for the same purpose. If it be adraitted that the 
authority of the city is the more hmited, the powers to an extent are 
concurrent. To such a case section 5533 does not apply, Zor the exercise 
of the power by the city cannot deprive the trustees of the authority 
with which they are vested by the act of 1920. Upon an examination 
of the record, we think the judgment of his Honor should be 
Affirmed. 





D. GRANT COBLE eT aut. vy. THE COMMISSIONERS OF 
GUILFORD COUNTY. 


(Filed 8 November, 1922.) 


1. Constitutional Law—Statutes—Interpretation. 


The rules for the interpretation of statutes also apply to constitutional 
provisions, and therein the intent and purposes should be considered with 
regard to the object to be accomplished and the wrong to be prohibited 
or redressed; and to determine whether the terms of a stetute are uncon- 
stitutional, every presumption is in favor of the validity of the statute, 
and of the honesty of purpose of the Legislature to conforin to the organic 
law with its restrictions and limitations; and the courts will sustain the 
constitutionality of the statute unless its invalidity, thus ascertained, is 
“clear, complete, and unmistakable,” or the nullity of tha act is beyond 
question. 


2. Same—State Agencies. 


The purpose of the Constitution, as applied to the subordinate divi- 
sions of the State Government, is not to weaken or destroy the power of 
the Legislature in its necessary control over them, but tc preserve their 
cohesion and prevent their dismemberment. 
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8. Same—Schools—School Districts—Consolidation—Taxation—-Statutes 
—Local or Special Laws. 


Where special school tax districts have been combined with nontax 
territory, a public-local act to provide an additional tax to that of the 
special tax districts, and to equalize the benefits among them all for the 
better equipment of the schools, better pay for the teachers, the trans- 
portation of the scholars, expressly leaving intact the boundary lines and 
management of the schools of each of the districts so consolidated, the 
question of this supplementary taxation to be submitted to the voters of 
the enlarged or consolidated district made for the purpose, is not in 
contravention of Art. II, sec. 29, of the State Constitution, prohibiting the 
Legislature from enacting local, private, or special acts establishing or 
changing the lines of school districts. 


4, Same-—Elections—Approval of Electors. 

Special school tax districts may be consolidated and their lines estab- 
lished within a county, where no special tax has been imposed, without 
the approval of the voters thereof; and where special tax and nonspecial 
tax territory have been consolidated, a statute which authorizes an addi- 
tional tax for school purposes upon the approval of a majority of the 
qualified voters of the district so formed, the proceeds to be equalized 
among the special tax and nonspecial tax territory, without impairing the 
existing obligations of the former, does not come within the inhibition of 
our State Constitution, Art. VII, sec. 7, as to agencies of the State Govern- 
ment pledging their faith, loaning their credit, or levying a tax, unless 
approved by a majority of the qualified voters, etc. 


5. Same——Contracts—Federal Constitution. 


The question as to whether a statute authorizing an additional tax for 
a consolidated school district, composed of special tax and nonspecial tax 
territory, impairs the obligation of the contract of the tax territory in 
issuing bonds, U. S. Const., Art. I, sec. 10, cannot be raised in a suit by 
the taxpayers in the district, but only by the bondholders, or those who 
have a legal or equitable right arising under the contract; and semble, 
under the facts of this case, the bondholders’ rights were preserved by the 
requirement of the statute that the new district assume and pay the 
obligation of the old district. 


Stacy, J., concurring in result. 


AppraL by defendant from Harding, J., at August Term, 1922, of 
GuILFORD. 

By virtue of Public-Local Laws of 1921, ch. 181, and the amendments 
thereto, the defendant ordered an election, in which was submitted to the 
qualified voters of Guilford County (excepting the city of Greensboro 
and the township of High Point) the question of levying and collecting 
an annual special tax for the purpose of maintaining the schools and 
erecting school buildings in the prescribed territory. A majority of the 
qualified voters voted in favor of the tax. Thereupon the defendant 
made known its purpose to levy the tax so authorized, and the plaintiff, 
on behalf of himself and other taxpayers, instituted this action for the 
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purpose of enjoining the levy of the tax, and of having the election 
declared void. 

The statement of facts is as follows: 

1. That the plaintiff, D. Grant Coble, is a resident of Coble District, 
in Clay Township of Guilford County, maintaining his residence therein 
and owning property in said district of said county. 

2. That the defendants are the duly elected and qualified commis- 
sioners of Guilford County, charged under the law with the duty of 
levying and collecting taxes. 

3. That prior to 25 April, 1922, there were one hundred and thirteen 
rural school districts in said county, exclusive of High Point Township 
and the territory within the city of Greensboro; that of this number 79 
were white districts and 34 colored districts. 

4, That of the total number of said district on said date there were 
35 white local tax districts and 18 colored local tax districts in said 
territory; and there were 60 nonlocal tax districts which 1ad never voted 
any special tax for school purposes. 

5. That prior to said date one of said local tax districts, known as 
Jamestown Township, had voted and issued bonds to the amount of 
$22,500, and that said bonds are still outstanding and unpaid. That 
the valuation of school property in said Jamestown District on said 
date mentioned above was more than $50,000; and the valuation of 
property for taxation within said district for the year 1921 was 
$1,591,979. 

6. That prior to said date ten other local tax districts, constituting 
Morehead Township, in addition to special taxes, already had voted and 
issued bonds to the amount of $10,000, which bonds are still outstanding 
and unpaid. That the valuation of school property in said Morehead 
District at said time was more than $100,000; and tha‘ the valuation 
in property for taxation within said district for the year 1921 was 
$15,331,917. 

7. That prior to said date three white and one colored local tax 
districts, in Fentress Township in said county, had also voted taxes 
and bonds, and had issued bonds to the amount of $8,000, and that said 
bonds are still outstanding and unpaid. That the valuation of school 
property within said Fentress District at said time was more than 
$20,000; and that the valuation of property for taxation for the year 
1921 was $1,810,738. 

8. That prior to said date three other local tax districts of said county, 
namely, Bessemer, South Buffalo, and Whitsett, in addition to a local 
tax already voted and levied, had each voted and issued bonds to the 
amount of $10,000; and that said bonds are still outstanding and unpaid. 
That the valuation of school property in Bessemer District is more than 
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$35,000; and that the valuation of property for taxation within said 
district for the year 1921 was $1,843,077. That the valuation of school 
property in South Buffalo District is more than $30,000; and that the 
valuation of property for taxation in said district for the year 1921 was 
$2,404,979. That the valuation of school property in Whitsett District 
was more than $25,000; and that the vaiuation of property for taxation 
within said district for the year 1921 was $572,972. 

9. That prior to said date 27 of said districts had voted and author- 
ized a levy of a special tax of 30 cents on each $190 worth of property; 
and that a part of said authorized levy and tax had been levied and 
collected up to and including the year 1921. 

10. That prior to said date 8 of said districts had voted a special tax 
of 20 cents on the $100 worth of property; and that a part of said tax 
had been levied and collected up to and including the vear 1921. 

11. That prior to said date 10 of said districts had voted a special 
tax of 50 cents on the $100 worth of property, and that a part of said 
tax had been levied and collected up to and including the year 1921. 

12. That prior to said date one of said districts, known as Guilford 
College District, had voted a tax of 3314 cents on the $100 worth of 
property; and that a part of said tax had been levied and collected up 
to and including the year 1920. 

13. That prior to said date one of said districts had voted a tax of 
15 cents, and 3 of said local tax districts had voted a tax of 12 cents on 
the $100 worth of property; and that a part of the same had been levied 
and collected up to and including the year 1921. 

14. That under Public-Local and Private Laws, Session 1921, ch. 131, 
as amended by ch. 38, Special Session of 1921, upon written request of 
county board of education of Guilford County, the board of county com- 
missioners of said county, on 6 March, ordered an election upon the new 
registration, and after 30 days notice, submitted to the qualified voters 
of said county, except the city of Greensboro and the township of High 
Point, embracing all the territory of said local tax district and the non- 
local tax districts, the question of whether there should be levied and 
collected annually a special tax not exceeding 10 cents on the $100 worth 
of property, for building purposes, and not exceeding 15 cents on the 
$100 valuation of property for school maintenance, in addition to the 
taxes now authorized, except as provided in said act; and that said 
election was duly held on 25 April, 1922. 

15. That there were registered under the new registration for said 
election, in all of said territory, 5,093 voters, and of this number 2,988 
votes, reading as follows: “For Abolishing All Local School Taxes and 
Adopting a County-wide Equalizing Tax,” were cast in favor of the 
proposition to abolish all school taxes, as set forth in said act. 
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16. That a majority of the voters of said territory resided in the 
local tax districts, and that a majority of the votes cast at the said 
election were cast by the voters residing in said local tax districts; and 
that the question submitted as aforesaid was determin2d by the votes 
east in the said local tax district, including said bonding districts. 

17. That in the township in which the plaintiff D. Grant Coble 
resides there were 251 qualified voters, and of this number only 68 votes 
were cast in favor of the proposition, showing a majority of about 183 
against it. That in Greene Township there were 252 qualified voters, 
and only 61 votes were cast for it, showing a majority of 191 against 
it; and that in S. Madison Township there were 77 qual:fied voters, and 
only one vote was cast for it, showing a majority of 76 against it. That 
in Morehead, Jamestown, and Fentress, local tax and bonding districts, 
with 1,050 qualified voters, there were 876 in favor of the proposition. 

18. That the tax valuation of property in the territory approving the 
levy of the tax is $49,465,606, and the valuation of property in the terri- 
tory not approving the levy of the tax is $10,748,113. That these 
valuations do not include the property of the railroads and public- 
service corporations, the total value of which, for taxation, is $5,809,757, 
and a very large proportion of which is within the townships voting for 
the levying of said tax, there being considerably less than $1,000,000 of 
this amount assessed against the railroad and public-serv:ce corporations 
in the townships which voted against said tax. 

19. That the value of school property in Clay Township is $7,500; 
and in Greene Township, $8,500; and in South Madison Township, 
$2,500. 

20. That the board of education of Guilford County hes reeommended 
to the board of county commissioners of Guilford County to levy and 
collect the tax mentioned in said act; and the said board of commission- 
ers have levied said tax for the year 1922, and seek to collect the same. 

Judgment was rendered in favor of the defendant, and the plaintiff 
excepted and appealed. 


Bradshaw & Koontz for plaintrff. 
John N. Wilson and James S. Manning for defendant. 


Apams, J. The object of the action is to test the validity of a public- 
local law, entitled “An act to equalize school advantages in Guilford 
County.” Public-Local Laws 1921, ch. 131. A summary of the perti- 
nent and material provisions of the act is deemed necessary to an under- 
standing of the nature and scope of the controversy presented in the 
appeal. Section 1 requires the board of commissioners for the county, 
upon a written request of the county board of education, to call an 
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election and, after due notice, to submit to the qualified voters of the 
county, with the exception of the city of Greensboro and the township 
of High Point, the question of levying and collecting an annual special 
tax for building purposes and school maintenance, in addition to the 
school taxes regularly authorized by the General Assembly. Section 2 
provides that if a majority of the qualified voters shall favor the addi- 
tional school tax, the board of county commissioners shall annually 
thereafter levy this tax at such rate, not exceeding the fixed maximum, 
as the county board of education may request; section 3, that the 
additional tax shall be collected uniformly throughout the designated 
territory in like manner with other taxes, and, when collected, shall be 
used by the county board of education for the benefit of the schools in 
the county, not including those in the excepted city and township; and 
section 10, that the act shall not in any way interfere with the organiza- 
tion of schools as provided in the general law. Other sections will here- 
after be considered in connection with questions to which they are 
immediately related. 

This act, ratified 21 February, 1921, was supplemented by another, 
authorizing the appointment of two additional members of the county 
board of education (Public-Local Laws 1921, ch. 375), and was subse- 
quently amended by changing the form of the ballot and increasing the 
maximum amount of the indebtedness for which provision is made under 
section 7. Public-Local Laws 1921, Extra Session, ch. 38. 

The plaintiff’s counsel have earnestly insisted that the act of the 
General Assembly under which the election was held was enacted in 
breach of the organic law, and that the defendant was without power to 
levy the proposed tax. All the questions involved in the appellant’s 
argument may be grouped and considered in connection with the three 
questions, (1) whether the act referred to is inhibited by Art. II, sec. 29, 
of the Constitution; (2) whether it conflicts with Art. VII, sec. 7, and 
(3) whether it violates the provisions of Art. I, sec. 10, of the Constitu- 
tion of the United States. 

1. The first question, then, is this: Does Article II, section 29, in- 
hibit the legislation embraced in chapter 131 of the Public-Local Laws 
of 1921, and the amendments thereto? The material part of the section 
is in these words: “The General Assembly shall not pass any local, 
private, or special act . . . establishing or changing the lines of 
school districts.” It is contended by the plaintiff, as we understand, not 
that the act of 1921 in express terms purports to change the lines of 
any of the school districts, but that its necessary effect 1s to incorporate 
into one school district the entire county, save the city of Greensboro 
and the township of High Point. On the other hand, it is contended by 
the defendant that the act, instead of abolishing the districts either in 
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terms or by implication, leaves them intact, and merely creates a taxing 
district for the benefit of the schools in the several districts. In our 
examination of these contentions we should bear in mind certain prin- 
ciples of statutory construction which, accepted, approved, and reiter- 
ated, may be regarded as fixed and fundamental. While it is the func- 
tion of a Constitution to establish the framework or general principles 
of government, which are not to be defeated by the application of rules 
that are purely technical, it 1s hkewise true that the canons ordinarily 
governing the construction of statutes apply also to the construction of 
constitutions. We may consider the intent and purpose both of the 
statute and of the Constitution—the object to be accomplished and the 
wrong to be prevented or redressed. We should apply the principle that 
every presumption is to be indulged in favor of the validity of the 
statute, that the General Assembly 1s presumed to have acted with an 
honest purpose to observe the restrictions and limitations imposed by 
law, and that legislation will be sustained unless its invalidity is “clear, 
complete, and vnmistakable,” or unless the nullity of the act is beyond 
a reasonable deubt. King v. R. R., 66 N. C., 283; Holton v. Comrs., 
93 N. C., 485; Lowery v. School Trustees, 140 N. C.. 40; Bonitz v. 
School Trustees, 154 N. C., 379; Williams v. Bradford, 158 N. C., 38; 
Whitford v. Comrs., 159 N. C., 162. “Every act of the Legislature is 
presumed to be valid and constitutional until the contrary is shown. 
All doubts are resolved in favor of the validity of the act. If it is 
fairly and reasonably open to more than one construction, that con- 
struction will be adopted which will reconcile the statute with the Con- 
stitution, and avoid the consequence of unconstitutionality. Hence, it 
follows that the courts will not so construe the law as to make it conflict 
with the Constitution, but will rather put such interpretation upon it 
as will avoid conflict in the Constitution, and give it full force and 
effect, if this can be done without extravagance. If there is doubt or 
uncertainty as to the meaning of the Legislature, if the words or provi- 
sions of the statute are obscure, or if the enactment is fairly susceptible 
of two or more constructions, that interpretation will be adopted which 
will avoid the effect of unconstitutionality, even though it may be neces- 
sary, tor this purpose, to disregard the more usual or apparent import 
of the language employed.” Black on Interpretation of Law, pp. 93, 94. 

Keeping in mind the purpose of the Constitution not to weaken or 
destroy the power of the Legislature in its necessary control over the 
subordinate divisions of the State Government (Mills v. Comrs., 175 
N. C., 217), but to preserve the cohesion and to prevent the dismember- 
ment of the school system by local legislation, let us ascertain the pur- 
pose of the statutes in question and, by applying the accepted rules of 
construction, determine whether the nullity of the act is “clear, com- 
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plete, and unmistakable,” or shown “beyond a reasonable doubt.” In 
plain language it is provided that the act shall not interfere in any way 
with the organization of the schools, as provided in the general law 
(section 10); that the school committee of each district shall meet an- 
nually at least a month before the time for the preparation of the annual 
oudgct and report their recommendations to the county board of educa- 
tion (section 9); that the act shall not operate to reduce the funds which 
are now provided, or may hereafter be provided by the Legislature for 
operating the schools for a period of six months, and that the funds 
raised under the act shall be an additional amount to be used for the 
purpose of securing better buildings and equipment, of lengthening the 
term beyond six months, and of providing for an increase in the salaries 
of teachers (section 6). 

Section 5 is as follows: “That if this act is approved by a majority 
of the qualified voters, then it shall become the duty of the county board 
of education to, as rapidly as possible, equalize school advantages in 
every section of the said county, and to this end the county board of 
education is authorized to provide, at public expense, as a charge against 
the fund derived from the provisions of this act, to transport those 
children who live beyond a reasonable walking distance of a public 
school. It shall also be the duty of the county board of education, as 
early as possible, to provide all those who have completed the grammar 
school with good high school facilities either by having a high school in 
walking distance or by transporting the pupils to a high school.” 

The various provisions of the statutes, codrdinated and combined, 
seem to indicate as the primary purpose the creation of a single tax 
district. It will be conceded, we presume, that there is no express pro- 
vision for establishing one school district or for changing the lines of 
any district. Nor do we think that such provision can be implied; but 
if it can, such implication, under the usual rules of construction, while 
it might be resorted to to sustain the statutes, cannot be invoked to 
destroy them. Lowery v. School Trustees, supra. As we understand 
the act, it leaves intact the boundary lines of the district and the manage- 
ment of the schools as provided in the general law, subject only to such 
modification as is reasonably necessary to effect the application of a 
supplementary tax for the designated purposes. Equalizing the school 
advantages signifies a just and equitable apportionment of the funds 
derived from the entire taxing district among the various school districts 
in order to remove such inequality as under the existing plan works to 
the benefit of one district to the detriment of another. We are not at 
liberty to assume, as a cause for destroying the act, that the provision 
for transporting children who live beyond a reasonable walking distance 
from a public school necessarily implies that the lines of the various 
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districts shall in effect be obliterated or ignored. We do not think the 
langnage used indicates such intention. 

The proposition that the provision for a special taxing district and 
the application of the funds is a legislative act which is not inhibited 
by the organic law appears to rest on established principles. In Desty 
on Taxation, vol. 1, p. 276, itis said: “The Legislature, in the exercise 
of its general powers of taxation as distinct from its power of local 
assessment, may create a special taxing district, without regard to the 
municipal or political subdivisions of the State; and i: is not essential 
that such districts should correspond with the po.itieal divisions. 

It may create taxing districts without regard to any territorial 
division of the State, and confine the taxation to the cistrict benefited. 
It may constitutionally establish new civil divisions of the State, em- 
bracing the whole or parts of different counties, cities, villages, or towns, 
for general purposes, provided the divisions recognized by the Constitu- 
tion are not abolished, and their capacity to subserve the purposes of 
their organization is not impaired.” 

In Cooley on Taxation, vol. 1, p. 234, it is said: “When the nature 
of the case does not conclusively fix it, the power to determine what shall 
be the taxing district for any particular burden is purely a legislative 
power, and not to be interfered with or controlled, except as it may be 
limited or restrained by constitutional provisions. Iteference to the 
cases cited in the margin will show that this is a principle which the 
courts assert with great unanimity and clearness. “The judicial tri- 
bunals,’ it has justly been said, ‘cannot interfere with the legislative 
discretion, however onerous it may be.’ And when it was objected that 
a certain construction of a statute would throw upon one locality the 
expense of constructing a road for State purposes, ‘the conclusive 
answer’ was declared to be ‘that the State may impose such a burden 
where, in the wisdom of the Legislature, it is considered that it ought to 
rest.’ The right to do this, where the Constitution has interposed no 
obstacles, is declared to be not now open to controversy, if indeed it ever 
was. The Legislature judges finally and conclusively upon all questions 
of policy, as it may, also, upon all questions of fact which are involved 
in the determination of a taxing district.” 

‘These principles have been approved by this Court in cases involving 
the construction of the section of the Constitution now under considera- 
tion. This section inhibits the enactment by the Legislature of any 
local, private, or special act authorizing the laying out, opening, alter- 
ing, maintaining, or discontinuing of highways, streets, or alleys. After 
the constitutional amendment went into effect the General Assembly 
passed an act authorizing the board of commissioners of McDowell 
County to issue bonds for road purposes in North Cove Township, and 
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requiring the levy of a tax for paying the principal and interest. In 
sustaining the act, Brown, J., said: “An analysis of the act shows that 
its primary purpose is to authorize the sale of bonds for road purposes 
in North Cove Township, and to require the levying of a tax to pay the 
interest and principal of the bonds. It appoints road commissioners to 
control the expenditure of the money and to supervise the work, the 
present laws of the township remaining in force except where modified 
by the act. The question presented is of necessity one of novel impres- 
sion in this State, but we must conclude that the act is not of a character 
which the General Assembly is prohibited from enacting. It contains 
no provision for laying out, opening, altering, maintaining, or discon- 
tinuing highways. It only provides the means for constructing and 
repairing them. . . . It is impossible to conceive that the purpose 
of the recent amendment was to deprive the General Assembly of the 
power absolutely necessary to aid counties and townships in the construc- 
tion and repair of their public roads, The framers of the amendment 
no doubt intended to leave intact a long recognized and salutary power 
of the Legislature to supervise and control the financial affairs of the 
municipalities of the State. Similar prohibitions as the one under con- 
sideration are to be found in other states, and they have not been con- 
strued so as to deprive the General Assembly of said powers. Such 
provisions are construed not to destroy or weaken the power of the 
General Assembly in its necessary control over the subordinate divisions 
of the State Government, but to prevent cumbering the statute books 
with a mass of purely private and local legislation.” 

The act construed in Brown v. Comrs., 173 N. C., 600, was obviously 
intended to create a taxing district for road purposes, and the power of 
the Legislature to enact it was upheld. This case was affirmed in Mills 
v. Comrs., 175 N. C., 215; Parvin v. Comrs., 177 N. C., 508; Comrs. v. 
Pruden, 178 N. C., 394; Martin County v. Bank, 178 N. C., 26; Comrs. 
v. Bank, 178 N. C., 170. See, also, Board of Trustees v. Webb, 155 
N. C., 379. In the Guilford act the manifest purpose is to create a 
taxing district for school purposes. In such case the’constitutional pro- 
hibition does not apply, but it has been applied when the Legislature 
undertook by special act to establish school districts and to prescribe 
their boundaries. Trustees v. Trust Co., 181 N. C., 306; Sechrist v. 
Comrs., tbid., 511; Robinson v. Comrs., 182 N. C., 590. 

Since the general power of the Legislature to create a taxing district 
and to fix its boundaries is neither denied nor impaired by the constitu- 
tional amendment, Art. IT, sec. 29; since the school districts are retained 
with their former boundaries, and since the powers of the school com- 
mittee in each district are unchanged, and the organization of the schools 
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is not affected, we conclude that the act under which she election was 
held is not in conflict with Art. IT, sec. 29, of the Constitution. 

2, Is the act under which the election was held in conflict with Art. 
VII, sec. 7, of the Constitution? The plaintiff contends that the voters 
of the districts in which no tax has been levied are taxed without their 
consent and required to bear a portion of the burden imposed upon the 
common fund for the payment of obligations outstanding against the 
districts in which bonds have been issued, while the defendant contends 
that the creation of tne tax district was a matter within the power of the 
Legislature, and that the validity of the act creating such district is not 
impaired by the failure to extend to all the voters witlin the territory 
an opportunity to approve or disapprove the tax. For the sake of clear- 
ness, it may be well, in the first place, to refer to former decisions of 
the Court with respect to the consolidation of school cistricts. C. S., 
5530, provides that upon a written request of the committee or trustees 
of any special tax district, the county board of education may enlarge 
the boundaries of any tax district . . . so as to include any con- 
tiguous territory, and in case a majority of the qualified voters of such 
new territory shall vote in favor of a special tax of the same rate as that 
levied in the special tax district, the new territory shall be added to 
and become a part of the special tax district. In Paschal v. Johnson, 
183 N. C., 132, 1t was suggested that the question of combining a speciai 
taxing district with nonspecial taxing territory should be considerea 
and dealt with as an enlargement of districts under this section; and in 
Perry v. Comrs., 1838 N. C., 387, and in Hicks v. Comrs., 183 N. C., 
394, 1t has been held that the consolidation of a taxing district and a 
nontaxing district could not legally be effected without the approval of 
the qualified voters in the proposed new territory. .As we have at- 
tempted to show these decisions do not determine the question presented 
in the instant case, because there is no attempted consolidation of the 
various schoo! districts within the territory embraced in the Guilford 
act. In Riddle v. Cumberland, 180 N. C., 321, it appears that an elec- 
tion was held for the purpose of consolidating ali the school districts in 
Gray’s Creek Township, 1n which there were two special taxing and 
three nonspecial taxing districts. It was understood at the election 
that if a majority of the qualified voters favored the ccnsolidation, the 
tax, and the sale of bonds, the existing tax in the two special taxing 
districts should automatically cease. In affirming a judgment declaring 
the election valid, Walker, J., discussing the question, said: “There is 
nothing in the contention that a separate election should have been held 
in the territory not embraced in the old district, as that territory was 
consolidated with them into one school district, and the election was 
ordered to be held in the new territory, to be known as Gray’s Creek 
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Township. The entire township was to be established as a single school 
district, and the vote was to be taken accordingly. Those of the town- 
ship who did not reside in the former school tax districts were as much 
entitled to vote freely and unreservedly upon the question as those who 
did. . . . There was not, even ‘in effect,’ anything done which dis- 
criminates against those in the three districts untaxed under the former 
law, nor which allowed those in the two taxed districts to levy a tax 
upon those in the other districts, which they themselves did not have to 
pay.” This decision is in accord with the recognized authorities. 

Section 4 of the Guilford act is as follows: “That if a majority of 
the qualified electors favor the additional school tax, then it shall operate 
to repeal all local school taxes heretofore voted by local tax districts and 
special charter districts: Provided, that all indebtedness, bonded and 
otherwise, of the special tax districts and special charter districts in said 
territory shall be assumed by the county board of education and the 
indebtedness and the interest and sinking fund on bonds shall be paid 
out of the revenue derived from the additional school tax levied under 
this act.” The clause preceding the proviso is substantially identical 
with the stipulation which had a material bearing in the Riddle case— 
that if the proposed tax should be voted the existing tax should auto- 
matically cease. The instant question, therefore, is this, What is the 
effect of the proviso in section 4? 

Art. VII, sec. 7, of the Constitution is as follows: “No county, city, 
town, or other municipal corporation shall contract any debt, pledge its 
faith, or loan its credit, nor shall any tax be levied or collected by any 
officers of the same except for the necessary expenses thereof, unless by 
a vote of the majority of the qualified voters therein.” 

In view of this constitutional provision, can the creation of the taxing 
district be sustained without affording the voters of the nontaxing dis- 
tricts an opportunity to vote on the question? If the Guilford act had 
provided for the consolidation of ali the school] districts, the decision in 
the Perry and Hicks cases, supra, would have been controlling; but in 
the creation of a taxing district the Legislature has plenary power to fix 
the boundaries without regard to the question of approval or disapproval 
by the qualified voters. When the boundaries are thus prescribed, a 
majority of the qualified voters residing in the taxing territory may de- 
termine the question of levying a tax and issuing bonds, even when the 
tax, as in this case, is not, in the constitutional sense, a necessary expense. 
The principle is analogous to that of an extension of the boundaries of a 
municipal corporation in which the annexed territory must share the 
burdens of the entire municipality (Dillon on Municipal Corporations, 
vol. 1, sec. 106), or to the extension of the boundaries of a county, by 
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means of which the inhabitants of the new territory may be taxed, not 
only to pay their proportionate part of the existing indebtedness of 
the county from which the new territory is taken, when such liability is 
retained by legislative action, but the indebtedness likewise of the county 
to which it is annexed, unless otherwise provided, whether then existing 
or thereafter contracted. That is, tax districts may be created without 
special regard to the will, wish, or convenience of the people who inhabit 
them. Dare v. Currituck, 95 N. C., 190; 8. c. (Currituck v. Dare), 79 
N. C., 566; Comrs. v. Bullard, 69 N. C., 18; 28 Cyc., 135-220 et seq. 

The authorities in this jurisdiction support the defendants’ contention 
that the nontaxing school districts cannot enjoin the levv of the proposed 
tax on the ground that the act under which the election was held is in 
conflict with Art. VII, sec. 7, of the Constitution. 

3. The plaintiff’s final contention is that the act under discussion was 
enacted in violation of Art. I, sec. 10, of the Constitution of the United 
States; or, specifically, that the legal effect of section 4 is to impair the 
obligation of contracts entered into by the governing bodies of the 
bonded districts and the holders of the unpaid bonds. “No state shall 

pass any law impairing the obligation of contracts.” But the 
aoestion whether this provision has been infringed is not open to the 
plaintiff. He is not a creditor of either of the school districts; he holds 
none of the bonds. When the legal or equitable rights of a nariy are 
not involved, he cannot be heard to complain as an abstract proposition 
that the obligation of a contract between others is impaired. In Wil- 
liams v. Eggleston, 170 U. 8., 309, Mr. Justice Brewer said: “The 
parties to a contract are the ones to complain of its breach, and if they 
are satisfied with the disposition which has been made of it, and of all 
claims under it, a third party has no right to insist that it has been 
broken.” And in Hooker v. Burr, 194 U.S., 422, Mr. Justice Peckham 
observed: “We have lately held (therein following a long line of 
authorities) that a party insisting upon the invalidity of a statute, as 
violating any constitutional provision, must show that he may be injured 
by the unconstitutional law before the courts will listen to his com- 
plaint.” Furthermore, provision is made for payment of the indebted- 
ness, bonded and otherwise, of the taxing districts by the new taxing dis- 
trict (section 4), and it has been held that a statute which authorizes 
or requires a new taxing district to assume and pay the debts and obliga- 
tions of the old district does not thereby impair the obligation of the 
existing contracts. 10 Fed. Sts, Anno., 2d Ed., 993, 994, and cases 
cited. The debts contracted are not extinguished, and the rights of the 
ereditors are amply protected. Broadfoot v. Fayetteville, 124 N. C., 
478. 
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After a careful and deliberate consideration of the record and the 
argument of counsel, we hold that the judgment of the Superior Court 
should be 

Affirmed. 


Sracy, J., concurring in result: If all the school districts of Guilford 
County (exclusive of those in High Point Township and the city of 
Greensboro) wish to pool their resources by levying a uniform tax, 
throughout the entire territory, for the support and maintenance of all 
the schools in the respective districts, and thus equalize the educational 
advantages and opportunities in the different sections of the county, 
there would seem to be no constitutional barrier to such a course, where, 
as in the present case, it has been sanctioned and approved, under legis- 
lative authority, by a favorable vote of all the people affected. In 
principle, this is not unlike the levy of a State tax for the purpose of 
creating a “State Public School Fund,” and a “Special Building Fund,” 
to be used, in each instance, as an equalizing fund, and to be apportioned 
among the different counties of the State, as provided by Public Laws 
1921, chs. 146 and 147, respectively. Lacy v. Bank, 183 N. C., 373; 
Board of Education v. Comrs., 182 N. C., 571. 

It will be observed that the act of the Legislature in question is not 
in conflict with Art. II, sec. 29, of the Constitution, for it nowhere under- 
takes to establish a new school district or to change the lines of any of 
the old districts already existing. Burney v. Comrs., ante, 274. In re 
Harris, 188 N. C., 633. Further, it will be noted that the districts to 
be benefited, taken in their entirety, are coterminous with the territory 
to be taxed. Hull v. Lenoir County, 176 N. C., 572; Hood v. Sutton, 
175 N. C., 100; Faison v. Comrs., 171 N. C., 415; Keith v. Lockhart, 
171 N. C., 459. 

The question as to whether the creditors of the respective school dis- 
tricts could insist upon the original tax levies in said districts is not 
before us for decision. Smith v. Comrs., 182 N. C., 149, and cases 
there cited. But, from what is now apparent, it would seem that the 
full equivalent of said original tax levies, if not more, has been provided 
by the one uniform levy throughout the enlarged taxing territory. Port 
of Mobile v. Watson, 116 U. S., 289 (29 L. Ed., 620). 

For these reasons, I concur in the result. 
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EFLAND HOSIERY MILLS y. WALKER D. HINES, DIRECTOR GENERAL 
OF RAILROADS. 


(Filed 8 November, 1922.) 


Refusal of Shipment—Carriers of Goods—Railroads—Commerce—Bills 
of Lading—Order, Notify—lInterstate Commerce—Sitorage—Options 
—Negligence—Public Warehouses. 


By accepting a bill of lading from the initial carrier of an interstate 
shipment of goods, approved by the Interstate Commerce Commission 
under the authority of Congress, the consignor becomes bound by its 
terms; and where, upon an interstate shipment “to order notify,” the 
person to be notified has refused it, and the consignor has been duly noti- 
fied, the exercise of the option given in the bill of lading to store the goods 
in a public warehouse without liability, releases the railroad from all 
liability, either as a common carrier or warehouseman, and the destruc- 
tion by fire of the goods while thus stored cannot be considered as its 
negligence, or permit recovery against the initial carrier, in the line of 
transportation, under the Carmack (now Cummins) Amendment. 


ApprraL by defendant from Kerr, J., at May Term, 1922, of Oranes. 

The plaintiff alleges that it delivered to the defendant, at Efland, 
N. C., in October and November, 1918, five consignments of hosiery for 
transportation to Lykens, Pa. That the shipments were consigned to 
plaintiff, “order notify Enterprise Hosiery Mills, Lykens, Pa.,” which 
is on the Pennsylvania Railroad, and that uniform “order notify” 
through bills of lading were issued covering said shipments. The goods 
arrived at their destination, and the Enterprise Hosiery Mills was 
notified and refused to accept the same; the goods were thereafter placed 
in storage with Leeds Storage Warehouse, at Williamsport, Pennsyl- 
vania, and plaintiff notified that the goods were placed in storage. 

The plaintiff, on or about 1 March, 1919, sent to the agent of Penn- 
sylvania Railroad Company, at Williamsport, Pa., the original “order 
notify” bills of lading, with instructions to reship said goods to Eliza-— 
bethville, Pa. That the goods were not reshipped in accordance with 
these instructions until 10 March, 1919, and that in the meantime, and 
on 6 March, they were damaged by fire which occurred at the ware 
house. 

The defendant answered and admitted the shipment of the goods, the 
refusal of the Enterprise Hosiery Mills to receive the same, the giving 
of notice of nondelivery to plaintiff, the placing of the goods in a public 
storage warehouse, and notice to plaintiff of the same. 

The defendant pleaded the contracts of shipment as evidenced by the 
bills of lading, and alleged that he had completed his contracts of ship- 
ment by transporting the goods to the point of destination, delivering 
the same there, notifying Enterprise Hosiery Mills, and also notifying 
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plaintiff, and thereafter placing said goods in a public storage ware- 
house, in accordance with said contracts, and denied any liability on 
account of the alleged damage by fire at the warehouse, or alleged negli- 
gence on account of any alleged delay in reshipping said goods after 
surrender of the bills of lading by plaintiff to the terminal carrier 
and giving reshipping instructions to said terminal carrier and said 
warehouse company. 

There was a verdict for the plaintiff and judgment thereon, from 
which the defendant appealed. 


Gattis & Gattis for plaintiff. 
Parker & Long for defendant. 


Waker, J. The alleged cause of action arose during the period in 
which the railroads were operated by the United States Government, 
under the Director General, and this action is brought against the 
Director General of Railroads, operating Southern Railroad lines as the 
initial carrier. The plaintiff is seeking to hold the initial carrier liable 
for its alleged damages under the provisions of the Federal law known 
as the Carmack (now Cummins) Amendment. 

The defendant’s second exception is to the refusal of the trial judge 
to dismiss this action as of nonsuit at the conclusion of the plaintiff’s 
evidence. His third exception is to the refusal of the trial judge to 
dismiss this action as of nonsuit at the conclusion of all the evidence, 

Considering first these two exceptions, the facts in this case, as to the 
real question involved, are practically undisputed. The pleadings and 
all of the evidence show that the several shipments of goods were made 
by the plaintiff at Efland, N. C., consigned to itself at Lykens, Pa., 
“order notify Enterprise Hosiery Mills, Lykens, Pa.” That said ship- 
ments were interstate, and that “order notify bills of lading” were issued 
covering each of the shipments, and that all the goods were delivered 
at Lykens, Pa., and the Enterprise Hosiery Mills promptly notified of 
the arrival, and that it refused to receive or accept the goods, and it was 
further notified that unless the goods were removed within thirty days 
same would be placed in public storage. That thereupon the plaintiff 
was notified that the Enterprise Hosiery Mills had refused to accept the 
goods, and that the same were being placed in public storage as refused 
goods. That after the goods were held at Lykens, Pa., for thirty days, 
they were forwarded to Williamsport, Pa., and placed in a public storage 
warchouse, and plaintiff was notified that the goods were in storage and 
that he would have to pay freight and storage charges and surrender the 
original “order notify bills of lading” before the goods would be released. 
That plaintiff first placed the bills of lading with the agent of defendant 
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‘at Efland, N. C., and was later requested by the agent of the Pennsy]l- 
vania Railroad at Williamsport to forward bills of lading to that office, 
which was done, the said bills being received by the agent at Williams- 
port on 1 March, 1919. 

It appears that the contracts entered into by the defendant, operating 
the Southern Railway lines, as the initial carrier, and the plaintiff, as 
evidenced by the five bills of lading, were fully comphed with by the 
defendant and his connecting carriers, in that all of the goods were 
delivered at Lykens, Pa., notice duly given of their arrival, and that 
they were refused by the plaintiff, and thereafter placed in public 
storage in full conformity with the said contracts of carriage or bills 
of lading. 

Section 5 of the several bills of lading was specificelly pleaded, and 
the bills of lading introduced in evidence, section 5 being as follows: 
“Sec. 5. Property not removed by the party entitled to receive it 
within 48 hours (exclusive of legal holidays) after notice of its arrival 
has been duly sent or given may be kept in ear, depot, or place of deliv- 
ery of the carrier or warehouse, subject to reasonable charge for storage 
and to carrier’s responsibility as warehouseman only, or may be, at the 
option of the carrier, removed to and stored in a public or licensed ware- 
house, at the cost of the owner, and there held at the owner’s risk and 
without lability on the part of the carrier and subject to a lien for all 
freight and other lawful charges, including a reasonable charge for 
storage.” 

In the case of Booth v. N. Y. Central Railway Co., where an inter- 
state shipment of box shooks were placed in a public storage warehouse, 
the Supreme Court of Vermont, in construing that part of the bill of 
lading quoted above, says: “By the terms of the contrzct, if the shooks 
were not removed by the party entitled to receive them within the time 
specified, two courses were open to the defendant; the shooks could be 
kept in the place named in the bill of lading, subject to responsibility 
as warehouseman only; or they could be removed to and stored in a 
public or heensed warehouse, in which case they would be held without 
hability on the part of the defendant.” Booth v. N. Y. C. R. Co., 
Atlantic Reporter, vol. 112, pp. 894-896. 

There can be no reasonable contention, upon the material facts of 
this case, that the duty of the defendant as carrier and warehouseman 
had not terminated. The duty as carrier ended certainly at the expira- 
tion of 48 hours after the arrival of the goods at their destination and 
notice was given of their arrival. If the terminal carr:er had retained 
the goods in its possession, then, according to the earlier authorities, it 
would have been liable as warehouseman only, but the defendant, as the 
initial carrier, would not be liable as warehouseman, for it was said in 
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those cases: ‘Where the liability of a connecting carrier as such has 
ceased, and it has assumed the status of a warehouseman, the amend- 
ment (the Carmack Amendment) does not make the initial carrier 
liable for any subsequent loss or damage to goods so held.” Note: Ann. 
Cas. 1915 B, p. 85, citing Milling Co. v. R. #., 91 Kansas, 783; FR. RB. 
Co. v. Milling Co., 63 8S. E., 415. 

The terminal carrier, in accordance with the contracts of carriage, 
after the goods were refused, and after they were held for a period of 
30 days, removed the same to and stored them in a public warehouse, 
where, under the bills of lading constituting the contracts of carriage, 
they were held at the owner’s risk and without liability on the part of 
the carrier. It is said in R. C. L., p. 763, sec. 229: “So long as a 
carrier has the custody of the goods, although there has been a construc- 
tive delivery which exempts him from hability as a carrier, there super- 
venes upon the original carriage contract, by implication of law, a duty, 
as bailee or warehouseman, to take ordinary care of the property. But 
while in no case is the carrier justified in abandoning the goods, or in 
negligently exposing them to injury, it seems generally to be recognized 
by the authorities that the law enables him to terminate the relation 
and so exempt himself from responsibility, by giving him the right to 
warehouse the goods” (as stipulated in the contracts, that is, to place 
them in a public warehouse, when he is released from further liability 
for the same). This is a most just and reasonable provision, because 
the consignee has refused to take the goods, and they are, therefore, left 
in the possession of defendant by no fault of his. The plaintiff, or 
consignor, knew what the consequences would be, as he accepted the 
bills of lading, and thereby assented to the contracts of carriage ex- 
pressed therein, and must be held as bound by their terms. One of the 
terms is what we have quoted above as to the right of the carrier to 
store the goods in his own car, warehouse, or place of delivery, subject 
to his responsibility as warehouseman, “or (they) may be, at the option 
of the carrier, removed to and stored in a public or licensed warehouse, 
at the cost of the owner, and there held at the owner’s risk and without 
liability on the part of the carrier, and subject to a lien for all freight 
and other lawful charges, including a reasonable charge for storage.” 
“When that is done,” it is further said in 4 R. C. L., supra, “he is no 
longer liable in any respect, and if they are subsequently lost by the 
negligence of the warehouseman the carrier is not liable.” 

We may as well pause here to state, in its proper connection, that the 
“aniform order bills of lading,’ under which the goods were shipped by 
the plaintiff over the line of the Southern Railway Company, then in 
charge of the Director General, was that which was prescribed by the 
Tnterstate Commerce Commission, and the conditions and terms under 
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which the shipments were made, as written therein or thereon, are those 
accepted, approved, and adopted by said commission, under its power 
to do so, derived from the acts of Congress, and they are therefore the 
lawful contracts and valid bills of lading under which the carriage was 
undertaken by the defendant. 

Resuming the discussion of the case where we left off to explain the 
bills of lading, we may now say that there was some delay on the part 
of the plaintiff as to the surrender of its bills of lading, as the evidence 
indicates, but it finally surrendered these bills of lading to the agent of 
the first carrier in the connecting line, as plaintiff reqaired to be done 
by its letter of 27 February, 1919. On 1 March, 1919, giving instruc- 
tions at the same time to the warehouse and to the agent of the Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad to ship all of these goods to the Enterprise Hosiery 
Mills, Elizabethville, Pa. 

The plaintiff alleges that the delay of the agent of tre Pennsylvania 
Railroad, or the warehouse, or both, to reship these goods before the fire 
occurred at the warehouse on 6 March, constitutes actionable negligence 
of the defendant, as the initial carrier, under the original bills of lading. 
The defendant says that this is not true, as the obligation of the initial 
carrier had long since been discharged, and the original shipment of the 
goods, and the delivery thereof, had been fully completed when the same 
were placed in public storage, and plaintiff had fully ratified and 
affirmed said acts, and on his own responsibility had assumed control of 
the said goods, and had surrendered the original bills of lading, and had 
instructed the reshipment of said goods from Williamsport, Pa., to 
Elizabethville, Pa., and if the delay of six days, as alleged, should be 
actionable negligence which would entitle plaintiff to recover, it was 
not the actionable negligence of the defendant, or the Southern Railway 
Company, but that of the Pennsylvania Railroad, or the public ware- 
house, or both, and plaintiff, for any such default as alleged by him, 
could have no right of action or cause of action against the defendant 
or the Southern Railway Company, and this, according to the undis- 
puted facts, is the correct position and must control in this case, as there 
was no culpable or actionable wrong done by the defendant, or the said 
railway company, they having been discharged by the very terms of the 
bills of lading of all hability after compliance with the directions given 
therein, namely, the carrier, could deliver the goods, at his option, to 
the public warehouse for the purpose of being stored therein at the 
owner’s risk and cost, and without any further lability of the carrier, 
subject, however, to a lien for all freight and other lawful charges, 
including a reasonable charge for storage. 

The court misconstrued the terms of the contracts, as stated in the 
several bills of lading, and consequently misapplied the law to the 
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material questions involved in the case. It follows, without making 
more particular reference to them, that the court erred in not applying 
the law to the facts, as we have already stated it, and as requested by the 
defendant to do. It was not negligence on the part of the defendant to 
store the goods in the public warehouse, for this was expressly allowed 
by the contracts of carriage, and when they were stored the defendant’s 
liability for them was terminated. 

The plaintiff contends that the carrier’s liability, as such, did not 
cease when the goods had arrived at their destination, and the consignee 
duly notified of their arrival and given the full time allowed for the 
removal of them, but we think this is a clear misapprehension of the 
authorities upon which it relies in support of the contention. The 
court merely held that the storage of the goods after they had reached 
their destination was a part of their transportation, and not that the 
company’s liability after the goods had been stored by it, at the end of 
the journey, should change the liability of the company from that of 
warehouseman to that of carrier under the act of Congress, but simply 
that “transportation” should include storage as warehouseman, with 
the ordinary liability incident to it, and the cases cited by the plaintiff 
establish this to be the manifest purpose and intent of the statute, as a 
eareful reading of them will show. 34 St. at Large, 584, ch. 3591; 
Comp. St., 1913, par. 8563; Cleveland C. C. & St. Louis R. BR. Co. v. 
Dettleback, 239 U. S., 588, and Southern Rwy. Co. v. Prescott, 24¢ 
U.S., 632. It is the duty of the carrier to store the goods, as a part of 
the “transportation,” but his liability is that of warehouseman and not 
of carrier, as will clearly appear from the construction of the act by the 
Court in the cases cited. 

But the defendant did not store the goods in the public warehouse as 
a part of the transportation, but under and by virtue of the express 
stipulation of the bills of lading, authorizing the carrier to do so, not 
in his own warehouse, as ordinarily done, but in a public warehouse, and 
this stipulation, which was approved by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission, providing for immunity from further liability in any respect 
when the goods are so stored, the courts have held to be valid and bind- 
ing on the shipper, as we have seen. 

There are other serious questions raised by the defendant, but we do 
not deem it essential to discuss them, as those discussed are quite suffi- 
cient to dispose of the appeal. 

The court should have granted the defendant’s motion to dismiss as 
of nonsuit, and in failing to do so, as the material facts, which go 
directly and conclusively to the defendant’s lability, clearly negative 
the same, there was error. 

Reversed. 
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WILLIAM J. WAGONER vy. B. B. SAINTSING. 
(Filed 8 November, 1922.) 


Appeal and Error—Case Agreed—Parties—Consent—Procedure. 


Where all of the proper or necessary parties having an interest in the 
lands sought to be conveyed by a deed, the sufficiency of which is attacked 
in a case agreed, are not parties to the action or the azreement, but the 
Superior Court judge has rendered judgment, from which an appeal has 
been taken, the case on appeal may be retained in the Supreme Court for 
a reasonable time, or remanded, as the parties may elect, to afford those 
who have not consented an opportunity to consent to the facts as at 
present presented, or to change or modify them as they may all agree, 
or take such steps for.the complete determination of the case as may be 
in accordance with the Jaw and the course and practice of the court. 


AppraL by defendant from Harding, J., at July Term, 1922, of 
Davinson. 


Raper & Raper for plaintiff. 
J. BR. McCrary for defendant. 


Waker, J. This is a controversy without action, submitted to the 
Superior Court upon facts to which the parties have agreed. It comes 
here for the purpose of determining whether the plaintiff can make a 
good and indefeasible title to the defendant for the land described in 
the submission, and this involves a construction of the will of Jacob 
Wagoner, deceased. But the living daughters of Jacob Wagoner, and 
the heirs of such as have died, are necessary, or, at least, proper parties 
to the controversy in order to a complete determination of the question 
raised, 

The matter as now presented is not substantially unlike that upon 
which the case of Brinson v. McCotter, 181 N. C., 482, was decided, and 
in which this Court ordered certain parties to be brought in: That was 
a case stated on agreed facts, and the order of this Court was as follows: 
“This is an action to settle the title to a tract of land, submitted upon 
an agreed statement of facts, and it appearing that there cannot be a 
complete determination of the rights of the parties in the absence of 
the heirs of Ellis H. Pickles, it 1s ordered that the cause be remanded 
to the Superior Court in order that the said heirs be made parties to 
this action with the right to plead.” 

We do not pursue that course entirely nor do we compel the persons 
we have designated as proper or necessary parties to be brought in 
against their will (2n invitum), but merely afford them the opportunity 
of coming in by consent and joining in the submission of the contro- 
versy upon the facts as they are now stated, or if the parties and inter- 
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ested persons are so advised and agree, upon a new state of facts, or 
such facts additional to those already agreed upon, as may meet with 
the consent of the parties, the case may be submitted to the judge again, 
if found to be necessary, and the parties so agree, for his decision, or 
such other and further proceedings may be had as may be in accordance 
with the law and the course and practice of the court. 

Upon a somewhat similar question, the Court said, in Waters v. Boyd, 
179 N. C., 180-181: ‘Whether the fee passed out of the grantor to 
Nancy E, Waters at all depends upon the exact wording of the deed, and 
whether, if she took only a life estate (which is nowhere alleged), the 
language in the warranty can be construed as a conveyance of the 
remainder to the two children are matters which cannot be adjudicated 
unless the deed was before the court nor, in the absence, as parties to 
this action, of the heirs of the grantor in the deed to her. There is 
such a defect of parties and of allegations, and in the affidavit of sub- 
mission, that the judgment in any aspect is erroneous, and must be set 
aside. Being a consent proceedings, the court could not have directed 
additional parties or statement of facts to be made 2m invitum to cure 
the defect. On the record, this is simply a moot question on which the 
opinion of the Court is asked, but on such it will not render its deci- 
sion,” citing Bates v. Lilly, 65 N. C., 282; Millikan v. Fox, 84 N. C,, 
107. 

The case will be remanded, but if it 1s so agreed, and is found to be 
feasible, the new parties may be added and the necessary amendments 
to the case may be made in this Court, and for this purpose the case may 
be retained here for a reasonable time, or remanded, as the parties may 
elect. 

Remanded. 





R. L. RIERSON vy. CAROLINA STEEL AND IRON COMPANY. 
(Filed 8 November, 1922.) 


1. Appeal and Error—Evidence—Trials—Prejudice. 

The admission of evidence upon the trial, if erroneous, must be of such 
character, in relation to the subject-matter of the action, as to work 
prejudice in the consideration of the jury to the appellant’s rights, and 
not so unimportant, in connection with the other pertinent evidence on 
the subject, that the jury could not have reasonably been misled into 
rendering a verdict that they would not otherwise have given, 


2. Same—Employer and Employee—Master and Servant—Safe Place to 
Work—Safe Appliances—Custom. 


In an action by an employee of a steel and iron works company to 
recover damages for a personal injury alleged to have been negligently 
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inflicted by the failure of the defendant to furnish a reasonably safe place 
to work, and reasonably safe appliances therefor, there was evidence that 
the plaintiff, while engaged in his duty, was cutting iron by the use of an 
acetylene torch, in front of an opening in the factory building through 
which other employees were conveying, by means of an overhead trolley, 
beams or pieces of iron with only one chain encircling them, when more 
chains should have been used for safety, and further, by using a hook for 
the purpose of fastening the loop together that was improper and unsafe, 
etc. The injury was caused by the slipping of the iron within the encire- 
ling chain, which fell upon the plaintiff at work below: Held, the testi- 
mony of a witness that the defendant was using only one chain, “only 
custom I know,” while insufficient to show a general custom, was not 
reversible error to the defendant’s prejudice, the obvious meaning being, 
in its relation with the other evidence, that the defendant had used only 
one chain in moving the trolley from place to place when carrying the 
beams or pieces of iron, at the times he had observed it. 


8. Appeal and Error—Instructions—Employer and Employee—Master 
and Servant—Negligence. 


Where the principle of a primary or nondelegable duty of an employer 
to furnish his employees a reasonably safe place to work, and reasonably 
safe appliances therefor, is involved in an action, wherein the plaintiff 
has been injured by the alleged negligent acts of his fellow-servants, the 
instructions of the judge substantially stating the correct principle to the 
jury, when given a fair and reasonable interpretation as a whole, as they 
should be, are sufficient, and so considered, no reversible error is therein 
found on the appeal in this case. 


AppraL by defendant from Long, J., at March Term, 1922, of 
GuILForD. 

This was a civil action, brought by the plaintiff to recover damages 
for personal injuries alleged to have been caused by the negligence of 
defendant, or its agents, while the plaintiff was in the employ of the 
defendant. 

There was evidence on the part of the plaintiff tending to show that 
he was employed by the defendant, the Carolina Steel and Iron Com- 
pany, on 24 June, 1920, and was at the time engaged in the perform- 
ance of his work—that of an acetylene torch operator, welding and 
cutting iron of various kinds used in construction work; that he was 
engaged at the time of his injury in the building or fabtory of the 
defendant; that this: factory was a large building; that se was eutting 
pieces of iron into various lengths with his torch, performing his work 
in front of a large door or entrance to said building. That in said 
building there was an overhead trolley-way, used for carrying iron of 
various kinds from the building out through the door, in 7ront of which 
he was engaged at the time of his injury. That other employees of the 
company, wishing to remove a number of beams, or pieces of iron, from 
the building, had wrapped around them a chain, or chains, fastened to 
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said trolley, or run-way, and had hoisted them for the purpose of carry- 
ing them out through said door into the yard beyond. That as they 
were carrying said pieces of iron along by the overhead trolley, and as 
the same passed over the plaintiff, the chain or chains slipped and 
slackened, causing the ends of the long pieces of iron to fall or slip 
down upon the plaintiff’s back, he being at work upon the ground and 
immediately underneath the overhead trolley, in front of the door. 
That he was knocked down, his back and spine hurt, and he suffered 
permanent injury. 

There was evidence tending to show that there was no negligence on 
the part of the defendant or its agents; that the method for moving the 
iron approved and in general use was the one adopted by the defendant, 
and that if there was negligence on the part of defendant, the plaintiff 
was guilty of contributory negligence in placing himself in a dangerous 
position, under the trolley line, and in front of the door that was being 
constantly used. The defendant further set up the defense that the 
negligence, if any, was that of a fellow-servant. 

There was evidence of the plaintiff, by the witness C. A. Walters, as 
follows: “I was in the shop on the morning Mr. Rierson was injured. 
I didn’t see the angle irons when they fell. I saw them when he pulled 
them up, and saw them take Mr. Rierson from under them, and saw 
them immediately after they fell. I noticed the chain which was 
around them. It was a chain the hook of which was square, and was 
too large to go through the link and they hooked it around the link. 
They had been using that chain to my knowledge ever since I had been 
there at work for them, and had been using it for that purpose. I 
knew it had been slipping before and spilling loads. The method that 
is approved and in general use in plants like that of defendant for 
moving loads like the one that fell is to use two chains. They always 
used two chains where I worked. They have a large ring, and they 
have two chains fastened in that ring with a hook at the end of each 
chain. They take it out and put it around a load some six or eight 
feet apart, far enough apart to give the load a balance and keep it from 
slumping. JI know what kind of chains are approved and in general 
use in factories like this for the purpose of lifting loads like this was 
on the trolley system. They use a large chain with a hook on it that 
will fit down tight around the load, with a hook on it large enough to go 
around the whole chain, and the chains that are approved and in general 
use have rings in them so that the hook can be put in the rings. The 
Carolina Steel and Iron Company, the defendant in this case, had two 
or three other chains. They had two or three there with rings in them. 
I had been there nearly three months before Mr. Rierson was hurt, and 
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to my knowledge they had been using this chain since then. I don’t 
know how many times I have seen this chain slip, but I saw it slip 
several times.”’ 

There was a verdict for the plaintiff and judgment thereon, from 
which defendant appealed. 


King, Sapp & King for plaintiff. 
Wilson & Frazier for defendant. 


Waker, J. The defendant objected to testimony that there was a 
custom to use only one chain instead of two in moving material along 
the trolley, but when we examine the evidence relating to this question, 
we find that really what was meant by the “custom,” and what counsel 
denominated such in his questions to the witnesses was evidently con- 
sidered by the witness as equivalent to what was actually done on these 
several or numerous occasions, when he witnessed the operations of the 
trolley in carrying material from one place to another. If the plaintiff 
was seeking to prove a general custom, and exception was properly taken 
to his effort in doing so, plaintiff’s counsel were not 2ven moderately 
successful in showing such a custom, and the witness, who seemed to be 
very intelligent, and to understand the scope of the inquiry, when con- 
fined within its proper limits, gave an unobjectionable answer. For 
example, in answering the first question on this subject, 1e said: ‘Well, 
they were using only one chain; only custom I know.” This can mean 
but one thing, and that 1s that defendant was using only one chain in 
moving the trolley from place to place when loaded with beams or pieces 
of iron. If evidence of the custom in operating the trolley was incom- 
petent, and there was any substantial evidence of it, we would not 
reverse upon such a slight, or rather attenuated departure from the true 
line of inquiry, when we can well see, from the answers of the witness, 
that it could not have worked injury to the defendant. We repeat what 
was said in Brewer v. Ring, 177 N. C., 484: “Courts do not lightly 
grant reversals, or set aside verdicts upon grounds which show the 
alleged error to be harmless, or where the appellant could have sustained 
no injury from it. There should be at least something like a practical 
treatment of the motion to reverse, and it should not b2 granted except 
to subserve the real ends of substantial justice. Hilliard on New Trials 
(2 ed.), secs. 1 to 7. The motion should be meritorious and not based 
upon merely trivial errors committed manifestly wichout prejudice. 
Reasons for attaching great importance to small and innocuous devia- 
tions from correct principles have long ceased to have that effect, and 
have become obsolete. The law will not now do a vain and useless thing.” 
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S. v. Smith, 164 N. C., 476. The sum and substance of what the plain- 
tiff, as his own witness said, and intended to say, was that defendant 
always used only one chain, when two chains were necessary to balance 
the trolley and prevent it from capsizing, as it did, and this assertion be- 
comes more reasonable if not shown conclusively to be a correct one, 
when there is evidence to show that such trolleys are approved and in 
general use in other similar factories, and the only safe kind. But it 
would seem from the peculiar construction of the trolley and the uses 
to which it was applied that there should have been some contrivance 
to keep it on a balance, or in an upright position, so that it would not 
careen, or incline to one side, or lie over, and precipitate its load to the 
ground. If there was nothing to hold it straight, or on a level, just 
such a result as follows in this instance was the one most likely to ensue, 
just as a ship sailing on the wind is apt to get off its keel if there is no 
counteracting force applied to it. It was apparently a dangerous 
method of doing the kind of work the defendant was engaged in at the 
time. 

Defendant complains that the judge did not follow the rule laid down 
in our cases as to the duty of the employee to his employer, and espe- 
cially as it relates to his primary obligation to use ordinary care in 
providing a reasonably. safe place to do his work, and reasonably safe 
and proper tools with which to do it. Smith v. R. R., 182 N. C., 296. 
But we think otherwise. It is an almost universal rule of the law that 
the charge of the judge must be taken as a connected whole; that is, it 
must be considered and construed in its entirety, and not by the process 
of selecting one portion as the object of attack when, if it 1s viewed in 
the light of its relation to all that was said by the judge, a very different 
meaning would clearly be revealed. 

Applying this rule to the charge in question, his Honor -gave the 
following instruction as embodying a principle applicable throughout 
the case, as it relates to the master’s duty to exercise ordinary care, or 
not to be negligent, which itself means the absence of proper and com- 
mensurate care. Hesaid: “The general rule is that those entering into 
the service of a common master become thereby engaged in a common 
service, and are common servants, and prima facie the common master 
is not liable for the negligence of one of his servants, which has resulted 
in an injury to a fellow-servant. There are, however, some duties 
which a master owes, as such, to a servant entering his employment. 
He owes the duty to provide such servant with a reasonably safe place 
to work in, having reference to the character of employment in which 
the servant is engaged. He also owes the duty of providing reasonably 
safe tools, appliances, and machinery for the accomplishment of the 
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work necessary to be done. He must exercise proper diligence in the 
employment of reasonably safe and competent men to perform their 
respective duties. If the master be neglectful in any of these matters, 
it is a neglect of a duty which he personally owes to his employee, and 
if the employee suffers damage on account thereof, the master is liable. 
If, instead of personally performing these obligations, the master en- 
gaged another to do them for him, he is liable for the neglect of that 
other, which, in such cases, is not the neglect of a fellow-servant, no 
matter what his position as to other matters, but is the neglect of the 
master to do those things which it is the duty of the master to perform, 
as such.” It will also be seen by a careful and intelligent consideration 
of the charge, such as the jury are supposed to have given it, that his 
Honor, in other parts of the charge, clearly and explicitly stated that 
the obligation was one of ordinary care in performing his duty to his 
servant, and not altogether an absolute duty, or one which may be per- 
formed regardless of the element of care. Marks v. Cotton Mills, 135 
N. C., 287, approved in S. c., 188 N. C., 401. Having laid down this 
as the all-pervading rule, instead of the one imposing an absolute duty 
in this respect, as supposed by the defendant, he proceeded then to 
charge more particularly concerning the master’s duty, as follows: 
“While the master is not held to the requirement of guaranteeing the 
safety of his workmen, or those engaged to work for him, in a factory 
of this kind, it is, nevertheless, his duty to provide for them reasonably 
safe tools and machinery, and a reasonably safe place to work, and to 
keep them in such condition as to afford reasonable protection, and this 
duty being one personally required of him, he may not delegate it to 
another and escape liability for damages, if neglect of duty by the latter 
proximately causes injury to the servant while in the performance of 
his duties.” And, again, instructing the jury respecting the. master’s 
primary duties owing to his servant, he said: “There are, however, 
some duties which a master owes as such to a servant entering his em- 
ployment. He owes the duty to provide such servant with a reasonably 
safe place to work in, having reference to the character of employment 
in which the servant is engaged. He also owes the duty of providing 
reasonably safe tools, appliances, and machinery for the accomplishment 
of the work necessary to be done. He must exercise proper diligence 
in the employment of reasonably safe and competent men to perform 
their respective duties. If the master be neglectful in any of these 
matters it is the neglect of a duty which he personally owes to his 
employee, and if the employee suffers damage on account thereof, the 
master is liable. If instead of personally performing these obligations 
the master engaged another to do them for him, he is liable for the 
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neglect of that other, which, in such cases, is not the neglect of a fellow- 
servant, no matter what his position as to other matters, but is the neg- 
lect of the master to do those things which it is the duty of the master 
to perform, as such.” 

It will be noted that his Honor uses a broad and sweeping expression 
(intended to cover and include every duty he had enumerated in the 
earlier portion of his charge) by the use of these terms: “If the master 
be neglectful in any of these matters, it is the neglect of a duty owing 
to his servant”; and, moreover, “the neglect is one he personally owes 
to him.” It will be observed here that he repeated what he had formerly 
said in opening his charge, that the standard and measure of the mas- 
ter’s liability is his neglect (or a failure to use ordinary care) as to any 
of those duties which he had recited, and he added that it would be such 
neglect as would impose liability upon him for any damage proximately 
caused by it. 

We must say, in justice to the court, that the charge was carefully 
prepared and delivered, and should receive from us not a too liberal 
nor yet a too restricted construction, but a fair and sensible one, or such 
a one as we must infer from the clearness of its language an intelligent 
jury fully understood. If we acted upon any other principle, we would 
violate one of the cardinal and most practical rules in the law govern- 
ing the granting of new trials, which is, in fact, but a corrolary from 
what we have already said of them, and which we may well repeat in 
substance. 

The foundation of the application for a new trial is the allegation of 
injustice, and the motion is for relief. Unless, therefore, some wrong 
has been suffered, there is nothing to be relieved against. The injury 
must be positive and tangible, not theoretical merely. For instance, 
the simple fact of defeat is in no sense injurious, for it simply wounds 
the feelings or disappoints expectations. But this alone is not sufficient 
ground for a new trial. It does not necessarily involve loss of any kind, 
and without loss, or the probability of loss, there can be no new trial. 
The complaining party asks for redress, for the restoration of rights 
which have first been infringed and then taken away. There must be, 
then, a probability of repairing the injury, otherwise the interference 
of a court would be nugatory. There must be a reasonable prospect of 
placing the party who asks for a new trial in a better position than the 
one which he occupies by the verdict. If he obtains a new trial he must 
incur additional expense, and if there is no corresponding benefit he is 
still the sufferer. Besides, courts are instituted to enforce right and 
restrain wrong. Their time is too valuable for them to interpose their 
remedial power idly and to no purpose. They will only interfere, there- 
fore, when there is a prospect of ultimate benefit, and in a practical 
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sense, some wrong has been done which calls for redress. 3 Graham 
and Waterman on New Trials, 1235; Hulse v. Brantley, 110 N. C., 134; 
Alexander v. Savings Bank, 155 N. C., 124; McKeel v. Holloman, 163 
N. C., 1382. See, also, Grice v. Ricks, 14 N. C., 62; Gray v. R. R., 167 
N. C., 433; Brewer v. Ring, supra; S. v. Smith, supra. 

_ Having fully and carefully considered the defendant’s exceptions, we 
find that no error appears in the ease. 

No error. 





THE McINTOSH GROCERY COMPANY vy. L. C. NEWMAN. 
(Filed 15 November, 1922.) 


1. Execution—Choses in Action—Common Law—Statutes. 


At common law, choses in action were not subject to seizure and sale 
under final process of execution, and except and to the extent the same 
have been modified or changed by statute, this rule still prevails. 


2. Same—Equity—Fi. Fa.—Supplemental Proceedings. 


Except in case of attachment proceedings, wherein provision is made 
for exceptional and urgent cases, choses in action can only be made avail- 
able to the creditor by civil action in the nature of an equitable ft. fa., or 
by the statutory method of supplemental proceedings, both of which 
methods, in this jurisdiction and in proper instances, are still open to 
claimants. 


8. Same—Negotiable Instruments—Notes—Banks and )JBanking—Collat- 
erals—Set-off. 


In proceedings supplemental to execution, notes owned and held by the 
judgment debtor, or hypothecated as collateral to his own notes made to 
a bank, are choses in action, and the bank may apply them to the payment 
of its own claims against the judgment debtor, in accordance with the 
terms of hypothecation, when the same have maturej, and when not 
matured, and it has an equitable right of set-off when the debtor is in- 
solvent, to the extent necessary to protect its own interest, and, also, the 
right of application according to any contract it may hold which specifi- 
cally affects the property. 


4. Same—Notice. 


A judgment creditor, in pursuing the remedy allowed by our statutes 
in supplemental proceedings, C. §., 711 et seqg., acquires no lien upon the 
choses in action of the judgment debtor held by a bank as collateral by 
the issuance of notice, this being shown by perusal of section 714, provid- 
ing for arrest and bond, on proper affidavit, ete.; section 717, for an order 
of the judge, without arrest, for bidding the transfer of the judgment 
debtor’s property, etc.; section 723, for the appointment of a receiver, ete. 
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5. Same—Deposits. 


A bank may apply the deposits of its customer to the payment of his 
note after maturity, by way of set-off, unless some other creditor has in 
the meantime acquired a superior right thereto in some way recognized by 
the law; and a mere notice to the bank in proceedings supplemental to 
execution is insufficient to deprive the bank of this right. 


6. Same—Levy. 


Where it has been determined in proceedings supplemental to execution 
that there are certain notes made payable to the judgment debtor, some 
of which he has hypothecated with a bank as collateral to his own notes 
given thereto, a levy of the sheriff, by virtue of the writ therein, requir- 
ing that the bank turn over and deliver to him all such of the collaterals 
as may be sufficient to satisfy the judgment in a certain amount, is in- 
operative and ineffectual. 

7. Appeal and Error—Judgment—Fragmentary Appeal—Cost. 


Where the clerk of the Superior Court, in supplemental proceedings, has 
erroneously entered an order that a bank holding certain collateral of the 
judgment debtor turn the same over to the sheriff to satisfy the execu- 
tion issued under the judgment, the finding of the Superior Court judge 
that the facts were insufficient, and his setting aside the clerk’s order and 
remanding the cause for further hearing and findings in the proceedings, 
without prejudice to either party, is not such final judgment, or one in its 
nature final, as will admit of instant appeal to the Supreme Court, and 
the appeal therein will be dismissed, at appellant’s cost. 

8. Same—Dismissal—Court’s Discretion—Objection and Exception. 


While it is held in this case that the appeal was premature and im- 
providently taken, the Supreme Court expresses its opinion on the excep- 
tions presented in the record, the nature of the case rendering it desirable, 
under the authority of S. v. Yates, 183 N. C., 758, and other cases cited. 


Appra by plaintiff from Calvert, J., at September Term, 1922, of 
CRAVEN. 

This is a proceeding supplemental to execution. From the facts 
embodied in the judgment of the clerk, it appears that plaintiff had 
recovered judgment against defendant in Superior Court of said county 
for $427.80 and costs, and caused same to be docketed in said county on 
90 December, 1921. That under execution issued upon said judgment 
the sheriff of the county attempted to levy and collect same on defend- 
ant’s bank deposit in the National Bank of New Bern, and holding said 
execution on Monday, 17 July, 1922, issued and served on the bank a 
notice in terms as follows: 

“That under and by virtue of the writ of execution issued from the 
Superior Court of Craven County in the above entitled action, and to 
me issued, I have and do hereby levy upon the funds of L. C. Newman, 
on deposit in the said bank, and any and all debts or indebtedness due 
by said bank to the said L. C. Newman. 
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“You will further take notice that you are required Lereby to furnish 
to me, the undersigned sheriff of Craven County, statement under oath 
of all such sums on deposit or due by you as said bank to the said L. C. 
Newman, or to appear before the clerk of the Superior Court within ten 
days from the date and answer under oath touching and concerning such 
matters and things. 

“You are further notified and directed, under and by virtue of said 
writ, to forthwith turn over and deliver to me, the undersigned sheriff, 
all such sums as may be sufficient to satisfy said judgment in execution, 
in amount of $468.08.” 

That at time of notice served defendant had a genera]. bank deposit of 
$877.97; to closing hours of 17 July, there were checks drawn and paid 
on said deposit of $33.88. That at said time the bank, among others, 
held the promissory note of defendant for $475, due and payable 18 
July, 1922, and at said time held other notes of said defendant amount- 
ing from $2,000 to $3,000, and had collateral to secure such indebtedness 
as it matured to the nominal amount of $2,855, as to which the actual 
value or solvency of the parties has not been determined. That on 
19 July, on affidavit properly made, the clerk of the court entered an 
order requiring that the bookkeeper, an official of the bank, and defend- 
ant appear before said clerk for examination on 28 July, 1922, touching 
the property of said Newman then held by the bank. 

Upon such examination it appeared that the judgment debtor had no 
visible or tangible property subject to execution. That, in addition to 
the $475 due 18 July, he owed the bank from $2,000 to $3,000, not yet 
matured, and secured by collateral in the nominal sum of $2,855. That 
defendant also produced a list of notes and open accounts held by him 
other than those deposited with the bank as collateral, aggregating the 
nominal sum of $6,471.56. That it was not disclosed or made to appear 
on said examination what was the real value of the notes and accounts 
of judgment debtor, either those held by the bank or otherwise. 

Upon the facts as then presented of record, the clerk entered judgment 
as follows: “It 1s now ordered that the National Bank of New Bern 
turn over to the sheriff of Craven County the sum of $877.97, less the 
amount of checks that had been drawn and presented against the said 
amount in the aggregate sum of $33.88. 

“That the defendant Newman turn over to the sheriff of Craven 
County the notes enumerated in the schedule of effects, to wit: the note of 
John Saunders for $900, secured by deed of trust; note of Roscoe Jones, 
$100, secured by deed of trust; note of Alec Henderson, $600, secured 
by deed of trust, and note of James Williams, $500, secured by deed of 
trust; note of Luke Brown, $500, and the book of account as follows, 
to wit: Schedule A. (These being among the notes helcl by the bank as 
collateral.) 
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“And that the sheriff proceed to collect the execution in his hands in 
this action by application of the sum from the National Bank, and by 
sale of the property above ennmerated, or so much thereof as may be 
necessary as provided by law.” 

To this order the National Bank excepted, and in so far as the same 
affects its rights and interests, and appeals to the judge of the Superior 
Court. On consideration of the appeal, the court heard, in addition, 
the testimony of the cashier as to the value of the collateral deposited 
with the bank, and entered judgment as follows: 

“This matter coming on to be heard before his Honor, T. H. Calvert, 
judge, W. W. Griffin, cashier of the National Bank of New Bern, was 
called and testified as follows: ‘That it was impossible to say at this 
time that the notes, etc., deposited with said bank by defendant Newman 
as collateral security for said Newman’s indebtedness to said bank was 
sufficient to secure and pay said indebtedness; that some of the notes 
were collectible and others incollectible; that said Newman’s note for 
$475, and which was payable 18 July, 1922, was also signed by C. J. 
Bedell, and the same was charged by said bank to said Newman’s 
account on 18 July, 1922.’ 

“The court finds the facts appearing are insufficient, the order of the 
clerk is set aside, and this cause remanded for further hearing and 
findings in the supplemental proceedings, without prejudice to either 
party. 

“This 7 September, 1922. Tuomas H. Catvert, 

“Judge Presiding.” 

Plaintiff thereupon excepted and appealed. 


Guion & Guion for plaintiff. 
R. A. Nunn for National Bank of New Bern. 


Hoxe, J. At common law choses in action were not subject to seizure 
and sale under final process of execution, and the principle still prevails 
except and to the extent that the same has been modified or changed by 
statute. 

In this jurisdiction, and except in case of attachment proceedings 
wherein provision is made for exceptional and urgent cases, this kind 
of property can only be made available to the creditor by civil action in 
the nature of an equitable fi. fa. or by the statutory method of supple- 
mental proceedings, both of which remedies in proper instances are here 
still open to claimants. Boseman v. McGill, ante, 215; Bank v. Burns, 
109 N. C., 105; Hancock v. Wooten, 107 N. C., 9; Monroe v. Lewald, 
107 N. C., 655; 6 Pomeroy Equity, secs. 871-877. 

On the facts presented, the property of the judgment debtor involved 
in this controversy are but choses in action as to which the bank has 
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the general right of appropriation to claims held by it against said 
defendant, where such elaims have matured and a right of set-off under 
recognized equitable principles when its debtor is insolvent, and to the 
extent required to protect its own interests, and with the additional 
right of application according to any contract it may hold which specifi- 
eally affects the property. Moore v. Trust Co., 178 N. C., 118; S. c. 
(Moore v. Bank), 173 N. C., 180; Hodgin v. Bank, 124 N. C., 540; 
Hawes v. Blackwell, 107 N. C., 196; 5 Cyce., 553; 3 A. & E., 827. 

In the instant case the judgment creditor is pursuing the statutory 
remedy of supplemental proceedings, C. §., ch. 12, art. 30, see. 711 
et seq., and a perusal of this legislation and the authorities apposite 
will disclose that no lien arises to the creditor by the mere issuance of 
the notice. This will appear from the various provisions of the statute 
by which a lien may be secured and the remedy made effective for the 
application of this kind of property. 

Thus, in section 714, on proper affidavit the judgment debtor may be 
arrested and a bond required providing for his continied attendance 
and against any disposition of his property meantime in fraud or hin- 
drance of the proceedings. In section 717 it is provided that the court 
or judge may, by order and without arrest being had, forbid any transfer 
or other disposition or interference with the property oi the judgment 
debtor not exempt from execution. And section 723 authorizes the 
appointment of a receiver in whom the title of the property shall vest 
from the date of the service of the restraining orders, if any have been 
made, and otherwise from the filing and recording of appointment of 
the receiver. 

A proper application of the rules and principles stated is in full 
support of his Honor’s judgment setting aside the order of the clerk 
and directing that further evidence be had affecting the rights of these 
parties. It clearly appearing that no intelligent or satisfactory dispo- 
sition of the cause can be made in the present condition of the record. 

As to the collateral held by the bank under a specific contract, it has 
the undoubted right to hold and apply the proceeds to its debts whenever 
realized on and required for their payment. As to the deposit of 
$877.97, less $33.88 checked out on 17 July, leaving a balance on that 
date of $844.09, no hen having been acquired by the notice, the bank 
had the lawful right to apply the deposit, or so much as required, to the 
payment of its debt of $475 maturing on 18 July, and this much of said 
fund is in no event available to the creditor. In reference to the re- 
mainder of the deposit, $844.09 minus $475, leaving a balance of $369.09, 
the creditor having procured a restraining order of date, 19 July, served 
same day, and the bank having no specific len on said deposit and, so 
far as now appears, there being no further debt presently due the bank, 
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the rights of the parties would seem to depend on the principles of 
equitable set-off, referred to and approved more especially in case of 
Moore v. Bank, 173 N. C., 180; Hodgin v. Bank, 124 N. C., 540. But 
further expression on this matter is reserved until a fuller disclosure 
of the pertinent facts is had pursuant to his Honor’s order. 

While we have thus expressed our opinion on the exceptions pre 
sented in the record, a course sometimes pursued by the Court when the 
nature of the case renders it desirable, S. v. Yates, 183 N. C., 7538-755; 
Gilbert v. Shingle Co., 167 N. C., 290; In re Sermons, 182 N. C., 122- 
129, we must not be understood as approving the plaintiff’s right of 
appeal from the order entered by his Honor. It has been repeatedly 
held with us that except where otherwise expressly provided by statute, 
an appeal may be taken to this Court only in case of a final judgment, 
or one in its nature final, and under the principle upheld in these deci- 
sions, the judgment of his Honor directing the taking of further testi- 
mony is clearly neither the one nor the other, and on authority, there 
fore, the appeal must be dismissed at the cost of appellant. Corporation 
Com. v. Trust Co., 183 N. C., 179; Cement Co. v. Phillips, 182 N. C., 
437, 

Appeal dismissed. 





C. M. WITTY er aL. v. ED, WITTY er At. 
(Filed 15 November, 1922.) 


1. Wills—Interpretation—Intent——Estates—Remainders—Heirs—Descent 
and Distribution—Vested Interests—tTitle. 


Under a devise of lands to the testator’s wife for life in lieu of dower, 
and at her death, the lands to be sold at public sale, and the proceeds 
equally divided “among his lawful heirs,” the title will immediately vest 
in the testator’s children at the time of his death, and will not be post- 
poned to the death of his widow, when the distribution of the proceeds of 
the sale is directed to be made; and where at the time of the vesting 
of the estate there were several children of the testator living, but all of 
them died during the continuance of the life estate of the widow, the title 
to the whole of the lands having vested in the last surviving child under 
the canons of descent will pass to the devisee under the will of such child. 
Grantham v. Jinnette, 177 N. C., 229, cited and distinguished. 


2. Same—Canons of Descent. 

The law favors the early vesting of estates; and upon a devise of lands 
to the testator’s wife for life, and at her death to be sold and the proceeds 
divided among “his lawful heirs,’ without qualifying words, the word 
“heirs” is to be taken in its natural and primary meaning as designating 
the ones on whom the law casts the estate immediately on the death of 
the ancestor, and the direction that the lands be sold and the proceeds 
divided does not affect this interpretation. 
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8. Wills—Interpretation—“Heirs’’—“‘Next of Kin’’—Synonymous Terms 
—Words and Phrases. 


In construing a will the courts will ordinarily consider the words “heirs 
at law” as having the same meaning as the words “next of kin,” in 
dealing with real property. 


4. Wills —- Interpretation — Intent—Estates——Remainder:—Inferences— 
Presumptions. 


A devise of lands to the testator’s wife, in lieu of dower, and at her 
death to be sold “and the amount it brings equally divided among my 
heirs at law,” cannot affect the interpretation that the title vested in his 
children upon his death, the enjoyment to commence after the falling in 
of the life estate, because of the fact that no gift in remainder by specific 
words had been used, the inference thereof being from the direction to 
sell the lands and divide the proceeds among his heirs. 


ApprEaL by plaintiffs and defendant, Elizabeth Terry, from Harding, 
J., at September Term, 1922, of Guritrorp. 

Civil action in ejectment and for a sale for division of certain lands, 
situate in Guilford County, North Carolina. 

The evidence offered by plaintiffs tended to show the following facts: 
That Levi R. Witty died in January, 1872, seized and possessed in fee 
of the lands described in the complaint, and which are in controversy 
here; that he disposed of said lands by his last will and testament—the 
effect of the terms of which are in dispute; that his wife, Louisa Witty, 
who was given a life estate in the lands in controversy, survived her 
husband, and died on 16 December, 1920; that said Levi R. Witty was 
survived by five children, all of whom died before the death of his said 
wife and life tenant; that only one of these five children ever married, 
and the defendant, Mrs. E. M. Witty, is the wife of that one child, 
to wit, E. M. Witty; that no issue was ever born to any of said children, 
but that the defendant Mark Witty, Jr., is an adopted child of the tes- 
tator’s married child, E. M. Witty; that the defendant Elizabeth Terry 
ig the only surviving brother or sister of the said testator, while the 
other parties to this action, except Mrs. E. M. Witty and Mark Witty, 
Jr., are all the nephews and nieces of said Levi R. Witty. 

At the close of plaintiffs’ evidence, and on motion of the defendants, 
there was a judgment as of nonsuit, from which the plaintiffs and the 
defendant Elizabeth Terry appealed. 


Brooks, Hines & Smith for plarntiffs. 

Thomas C. Hoyle for defendant Elizabeth Terry. 

Willam P. Bynum, King, Sapp & King, and Sidney S. Alderman for 
appellees, Mrs. H. M. Witty and Mark Witty, Jr. 
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Sracy, J. On the hearing, the title offered was properly made to 
depend upon the construction of the following clause in the will of 
Levi R. Witty: 

“T give and devise to my beloved wife, Louisa, the plat or parcel of 
land (description not in dispute), to have and to hold her natural life 
or widowhood in satisfaction for and in lieu of her dower and thirds in 
all my real estate; at the death of my wife, or if she marries again, my 
will is that the aforesaid lands be sold at public sale (after due notice 
has been given) to the highest bidder, and the amount it brings equally 
divided among my lawful heirs. . . . My will is that the remaining 
portion of my lands be sold according to law to the highest bidder, and 
the amount equally divided among all my children, excepting my daugh- 
ter Emma. She is to have $100 more than any of the other children.” 

The plaintiffs and the defendant Elizabeth Terry contend that under 
a proper construction of the foregoing clause in the will of Levi R. 
Witty, the property described in the complaint is to be sold after the 
death of his widow, Louisa Witty, and the proceeds divided among them 
and the other nephews and nieces of said testator living at the death of 
gaid Louisa Witty, and that the class to take is to be determined as of 
the date of her death. 

The defendants, Mrs. E. M. Witty and Mark Witty, Jr., contend, as 
held by the court below, that by the will of said Levi R. Witty a vested 
remainder in fee was given to the children surviving at the testator’s 
death, and that the remainder to the five children so surviving accumu- 
lated in the respective survivors as each of them died without issue, 
until the entire estate vested in E. M. Witty, the last one to die, and was 
devised by him to his widow, the defendant, Mrs. E. M. Witty, for life, 
and the remainder to his adopted son, Mark Witty, Jr.; and that these 
defendants are the owners and entitled to the possession of the lands in 
controversy. 

The case turns upon the single question as to whether the interests in 
remainder are vested or contingent; and as to whether the testator’s 
‘lawful heirs” are to be determined as of the date of his death or at the 
death of his widow, the life tenant. 

It is admitted that if vested remainders are created, the interests in 
remainder vested, upon the death of the testator, in the five children of 
his then living; that the vested interest of each of these five, as he or 
she died before the life tenant, accumulated in the survivors until 
finally testator’s son, E. M. Witty, was the only living child and heir, 
holding all the remainder as a vested interest, and that when he died 
before the death of the life tenant, his vested right in the entire re- 
mainder passed by his will to the appellees, Mrs. E. M. Witty, his 
widow, as life tenant, and Mark Witty, Jr., as remainderman in fee. 
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In other words, if the remainders created are vested, the class of re- 
maindermen is to be ascertained according to the general rule, 2. e., as 
of the date of the death of the testator, and such beirg the case, the 
appellees, Mrs. KE. M. Witty and Mark Witty, Jr., are the devisees or 
legatees of all of the fee in remainder. This was the holding of the 
trial judge. 

It 1s admitted, on the other hand, that if contingent remainders are 
created, the contingency being that the class of remaindermen is not 
to be ascertained until the death of the life tenant, ther. the appellants 
are entitled, for themselves and other collaterals who did not appear, 
to an order for the sale of the land in question, now in te possession of 
the appellees, and for distribution of the proceeds. 

Tt is undoubtedly the general rule of testamentary construction that, 
in the absence of a contrary intention clearly expressed in the will, or 
to be derived from its context, read in the light of the surrounding 
circumstances, an estate limited by way of remainder to a class described 
as the testator’s “heirs,” “lawful heirs,” or by similar words descriptive 
of those persons who would take his estate under the canons of de- 
scent, had he died intestate, vests immediately upon tke death of the 
testator, and at which time the members of said class are to be ascer- 
tained and determined. Jenkins v. Lambeth, 172 N. C., 468, and cases 
there cited. 23 R. C. L., 549; note, Ann. Cas. 1917 A, 859; Welch 
v. Blanchard, 33 L. R. A. (N.S.), 1, and note. This is not only the 
general rule of construction, but it is in keeping with the natural and 
primary meaning of the words themselves. Wall v. Converse, 146 
Mass., 845; Tuttle v. Woolworth, 62 N, J. Eq., 582. “An heir,” says 
Blackstone, “is he upon whom the law casts the estate :mmediately on 
the death of the ancestor.” II Blackstone, ch. 14. 

In Bullock v. Downes, 9 H. L. Cas., 1, Lord Campbell stated the rule 
as follows: “Generally speaking, where there is a bequest to one for 
life, and after his decease to the testator’s next of kin, the next of kin 
who are to take are the persons who answer that description at the death 
of the testator, and not those who answer that description at the death 
of the first taker. Gifts to a class, following a bequest of the same 
property for life, vest immediately upon the death of the testator. Nor 
does it make any difference that the person to whom such previous 
life interest was given is also a member of the class to take on his death.” 

Of course, in dealing with real property, “heirs at law” takes the 
place of “next of kin” in any statement of the rule. 

This general rule has been recognized and approved by us in a num- 
ber of cases, notably Jones v. Olwer, 38 N. C., 369; Brinson v. Wharton, 
43 N. C., 80; Rives v. Frizzle, 43 N. C., 287; DeVane v. Larkins, 56 
N. C., 877; Newkirk v. Hawes, 58 N. C., 268; Pollard v. Pollard, 83 
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N. C., 97; Harris v. Russell, 124 N. C., 554; Wool v. Fleetwood, 136 
N. C., 471, and Baugham v. Trust Co., 181 N. C., 406. 

In the last cited case, Allen, J., speaking for the Court, quoted with 

approval the following from 40 Cyc., 1481: “As a general rule, the 
death of the testator is the time at which the members of a class are to 
be ascertained in case of a gift to the testator’s heirs, next of kin, or 
other relatives, unless the context of the will indicates a clear intention 
that the property shall go to the heirs, next of kin, or other relatives at 
a different time, such as at the time of distribution, or at the death of 
the first taker, or at the date of the execution of the will. 
Where the gift is to the heirs or next of kin of another than the testator, 
it ordinarily refers to the death of such other, unless the context of the 
will manifests that the class shall be determined at a different time, 
such as at the time of distribution.” 

In Jenkins v. Lambeth, 172 N. C., 468, the same rule is stated by 
Hoke, J., as follows: “It is undoubtedly the general rule that when a 
testator, after a prior limitation of his property by will, makes, in 
present terms, a disposition of the same in remainder to his own heirs 
or right heirs, these heirs, nothing else appearing, are to be ascertained 
and determined as of the time of his death. This is not only the 
primary meaning of the word heirs, but the position is said to be favored 
by the courts because in its tendency it hastens the time when the ulte- 
rior limitation takes on a transmissible quality,” citing a number of 
authorities. 

It will be noted in the case at bar, .as in those cited above, that no 
qualifying words are used before or after the phrase “my lawful heirs.” 
These words have a well defined meaning. Their significance is fixed 
by law, and when they are used in a deed or will without any superadded 
words or phrases, indicating a different meaning, they are to be under- 
stood as having been used in their ordinary sense, and according to their 
legal acceptation. Rives v. Frizele, supra; Harris v. McLaren, 30 Miss., 
533, 

Again, the fact that the direction is to sell the realty at the expiration 
of the preceding particular estate and to divide the proceeds derived 
therefrom ordinarily will not affect the general rule as to when the 
remainder is to vest. Vanhook v. Vanhook, 91 N. C., 589; Cropley v. 
Cooper, 19 Wall., 167; Bates v. Spooner, 75 Conn., 501; Atchison v. 
Francis, 165 N. W. (Jowa), 587. 

In the last case just cited, which contains an exhaustive review of a 
number of cases on the subject, it is said: “Of the multitude of prece- 
dents bearing upon the construction of wills in which the testator first 
provides a life estate for his widow or other person and follows this by 
a direction that upon the expiration of such life estate, the property 


380 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 


WITTY v. WITTY. 


shall be divided or shall be sold and the proceeds divided between certain 
named persons, or members of a designated class of persons, and holding 
such remainder to be vested, we will cite a few illustrative cases. If we 
first look to jurisdictions other than our own we find, with very few 
exceptions, a unanimous holding that in such cases the beneficiaries 
named acquire a vested right therein immediately upon the death of the 
testator” (citing authorities from a number of jurisdictions). 

And after a minute examination of some of the cited cases, the Court 
continues: ‘These quotations fairly reflect the holdings in all of the 
cases to which we have called attention on this branch of the cases under 
consideration. Indeed, after a somewhat extended research, we have 
found no case whatever in which the soundness of that rule is ques- 
tioned or denied. It is true that here and there a precedent may be 
found in which the distinction we have pointed out has rot been noticed, 
but in such cases the omission would seem to have occurred simply 
because counsel failed to raise or to argue the question.” 

And further it is said: “In principle there is no difference, so far 
as the vesting of the right is concerned, between a direction to divide 
the property and a direction to sell the property and divide the proceeds. 
A direction to sell and divide does no more than to work an equitable 
conversion of the real property as of the time of the death. of the testator, 
and the gift, technically speaking, becomes a bequest instead of a devise, 
but the right of the beneficiary therein vests alike in either case.” 

In Hoover v. Smith, 96 Md., 393, the provisions of the will under 
consideration were as follows: “I devise and bequeath to my beloved 
wife, Elizabeth, all my property, real, personal and mixed, to have and 
to hold the same during her natural life, or as long as she shall continue 
to be my widow. After either of the above events the property to be 
sold and divided equally among my lawful heirs.” 

In construing this clause, which is strikingly similar to the one in the 
instant case, the Court said: “The law favors the early vesting of 
estates, and ‘courts will, in the absence of plain expressio.s, or an intent 
plainly inferable from the terms of the will, adopt the earliest time for 
the vesting where there is more than one period mentioned.’ Straus 
v. Rost, 67 Md., 476. It is a well recognized rule of construction that 
in doubtful cases the interest shall be deemed to be vested in the 
first instance, rather than contingent, unless the instrument under con- 
sideration does not admit of such construction. When a testator has 
employed terms in his will which in their ordinary signification are in 
accord with such familiar and fixed rules of law, it should require very 
clear expressions elsewhere in the will to justify the court in giving 
such terms some other and unusual meaning. When, therefore, a tes- 
tator directs that after his wife’s death or marriage his property is to 
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be sold and divided equally among his ‘lawful heirs,’ and makes no other 
disposition of the remainder after his wife’s death or marriage, when 
and in whom does such remainder vest? At common law an heir is ‘he 
who is born or begotten in lawful wedlock, and upon whom the law casts 
the estate in lands, tenements, or hereditaments immediately upon the 
death of his ancestor.’ In 15 Ency. of Law (2 ed.), 322, it is said: ‘A 
devise to heirs, whether to one’s own heirs or to the heirs of a third 
person, designates not only the persons who are to take, but the manner 
and proportion in which they are to take. Where there are no words 
to control the presumption, the law presumes the intention to be that 
they take as heirs would take by the rules of descent’; and again it is 
there said: ‘It is well settled that a gift to the heirs of one will be 
construed as referring to those who are such at the time of the ancestor’s 
death.’ If, then, we adopt the ordinary meaning of the term used by 
the testator (lawful heirs), we find that he presumably intended that 
those who would be entitled to his real estate at the time of his death 
should get the benefit of the proceeds of the sale. It cannot be success- 
fully contended that merely because he gave his wife an estate for life, 
or as long as she continued to be his widow, the vesting of the estate 
given the heirs should be postponed until the widow’s interest ceased.” 

While the general rule of construction is stated to be that a bequest 
or devise by way of remainder to the “heirs” of a testator will be con- 
strued as referring to those who are such at the time of his death, yet 
the authorities all agree that this rule must give way to the controlling 
rule of interpretation, that the intent of the testator is to govern, pro- 
vided it does not conflict with the settled rules of law. In fact, this is 
the cardinal principle in the interpretation of wills to which all other 
rules must bend. Sears v. Russell, 8 Gray (Mass.), 86. Thus it has 
been held that contingent and not vested remainders were created where 
the testator, in making an ulterior disposition of property after a par- 
ticular life estate, uses such expressions as “to such of my sons as may © 
be living at their mother’s death,” or “surviving at her death,” or “to 
the representatives of such as may have died before her death,” showing 
clearly that not only the enjoyment of the remainder, but also the right 
to take it was intended to be postponed until after the expiration of the 
preceding life estate. Whitesides v. Cooper, 115 N. C., 570; Bowen 
v. Hackney, 186 N. C., 187; Freeman v. Freeman, 141 N. C., 97; James 
v. Hooker, 172 N. C., 780; Jenkins v. Lambeth, 172 N. C., 466; Thomp- 
son v. Humphrey, 179 N. C., 44; In re Kenyan, 17 R. I., 149. 

But in the case at bar we have no such expression as any of those just 
mentioned. It is provided that the remainder after the life estate is 
to be divided equally among “my lawful heirs,” simpliciter, and this 
imports a division among those who were the heirs of the testator at 
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his death, and who took in right at that time, though they were not to 
come into actual possession and enjoyment until the previous benefit, 
intended for their mother, should terminate by her death. Wright »v. 
Gooden, 11 Del., 414. 

Appellants contend, however, for a contrary construction under 
authority of Grantham v. Jinnette, 177 N. C., 229. In that case the 
Court was construing the will of a nullzus filius, one of uhose melancholy 
characters, in law as in life, who had no heirs, either at his death or at 
the death of his widow, the first taker under his will. Those claiming 
the lands at the death of the life tenant were claiming only through 
those connected to the testator by illegitimacy. The main question was 
between the widow’s descendants and the escheat right of the University. 
The widow’s descendants claimed that she was both life tenant and 
remainderman; that she not only took the life estate, but was the testa- 
tor’s lawful “heir”; and that the whole fee merged in her. The Uni- 
versity contended that the widow could not be life tenant and heir; that 
the statute makes a widow heir only when the property is not disposed 
of by will; that this testator did dispose of his property by will, and the 
widow was not therefore his heir; and that therefore the testator, as to 
the remainder in fee, was without heirs. The Court held this to be 
correct, and that the fee escheated to the University. There was no 
question before the Court as to whether the remainders were vested or 
contingent. 

The argument there advanced that a direction to convert the land 
into personalty and to divide it after the death of the life tenant indi- 
cated an intention to ascertain the testator’s heirs as of the time of the 
falling in of the life estate, rather than as of testator’s death, was used 
in connection with the significant fact that at the time of the making 
of the will there was only one person to whom the testator could have 
considered as coming within the class of his “heirs,” and at the death 
of the testator, there was still only one, and that, therefore, his direction 
to divide the remainder among a plurality of takers showed an intention 
of the testator that the one person who at his death would presumably 
constitute the class should not take the remainder (as well as the life 
estate), but that he presumed that at the end of the life estate he might 
have a plurality of heirs. 

We have no such case here. 

Another significant fact in the Grantham v. Jinnette case, supra, and 
a fact upon which the Court laid emphasis in its opinion, was that the 
property directed to be sold and divided was not simply all of the prop- 
erty which had been left to the wife for life, but was “all property, real 
and personal, left by her under item 3 of the will.” 

This decision cannot be held to sustain the contention of the appel- 
lants in the case at bar. 
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Nor do we think the fact that the will contains no specific words of 
gift in remainder, other than the inference from the direction to sell 
and to divide the proceeds, can be held to delay the vesting of said 
estates, since the enjoyment of the remainders is postponed only in the 
interest of the life tenant, and not in view of the character or quality 
of the remaindermen. fasrly v. Kline, 2 Pennington (N. J.), 754; 
4 Am. Dec., 414; In re Thomman’s Estate, 161 Pa., 444; 29 Atl. 84. 
It is clear from the face of the will that the distribution among the 
testator’s children was postponed in order to make a comfortable provi- 
sion for the widow, and that, too, “in lieu of her dower and thirds,” and 
not on account of anything affecting the children (their arriving at a 
certain age, marrying, etc.) so as to cause him to attach any condition 
to the legacies. 

In Underhill on Wills, sec. 866, this position is treated as follows: 
“A legacy will the more readily be construed as vested in every case 
where there is no other gift than a direction to pay or to distribute 
money, if it is apparent that the payment or the distribution was post- 
poned, not in order that, the legatee should personally perform some act 
or acquire some personal qualification as a condition precedent to pay- 
ment, but where the postponement is clearly intended for the benefit of 
some one who takes a prior interest, or, in the language of the cases, 
where the postponement is ‘for the convenience of the estate.’ ” 

After a careful investigation of the record and the authorities on the 
subject, we are of the opinion tuat his Honor’s judgment was correct, 
and that it must be upheld. 

We deem it proper to say that, in considering this appeal, we have 
found the excellent briefs filed by counsel on both sides of material aid 
and assistance. 


Affirmed. 





H. G. NASH et at. v. J. T. SHOTE. 
(Filed 15 November, 1922.) 


1. Adverse Possession—Limitation of Actions—Title. 


In order to ripen title to lands by possession, without color, it is not 
only required that the claimant should have had possession for twenty 
years, but that the possession should have been adverse under claim of 
right, and not by permissive user. 


2. Same—Trespasser—EHstates—Remainderman—Permanent Damages. 


The remainderman is put to his action only for permanent injury 
caused by the continued trespass of an adjoining owner on his land during 
the continuance of the outstanding life estate. 
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8. Same—Adjoining Owners of Land. 

Negligible and nonapparent damages during the continuance of a life 
estate caused by the trespass of an adjoining landowner are not perma- 
nent damages that will put the remaindermen, or those claiming under 
them, to their action during the preceding life estate; and where, after 
the falling in of the life estate, the one who has acquired title from the 
remainderman commences to erect a building on his lands, and perma- 
nent and serious damages to his walls are caused by dripping of water 
from the overhanging eaves of a building on the lands of an adjoining 
owner, first becomes apparent, the trespasser will not ripen title to an 
easement so to do until the lapse of twenty years, without color, from 
the time the damages became apparent and serious. 

4, Same—Continuing Trespass. 

In this case, damages for a continuing trespass of an adjoining owner 
of lands were recoverable for a period of three years next before the com- 
mencement of the action. 


AppraL by defendant from Webb, J., at February Term, 1922, of 
Unton. 

The plaintiffs own a lot on Hayne Street, Monroe, lying just north 
of the defendant’s opera house lot. In partition proceedings in 1864, 
between those under whom both parties claim, the d:vision line was 
settled at the location claimed by the plaintiffs in this action. In a 
special proceeding in 1919 between these parties to establish the bound- 
ary line, the defendant filed an answer admitting the dividing line 
claimed by the plaintiffs to be the correct one, and admitting plaintifis’ 
ownership of their lot, and judgment was rendered accordingly. In 
1898 the defendant erected an opera house on his lot, the eaves of which 
project a few inches beyond his line and over the plaintiffs’ lot. 

The plaintiffs began the erection of a. brick building on their lot in 
1920, and in their excavations for a basement and brick walls they 
found that the water from the eaves on the defendan*’s building was 
thrown into the excavation, causing the dirt to cave in and causing con- 
siderable expense to pump out the water, and damaging the new walls toe 
the extent that they had to be torn down and rebuilt at great delay and 
expense. 

The defendant refused the plaintiffs’ request to remove his eaves so 
far as they overhang the plaintiffs’ lot, and to stop the flow.of water on 
the plaintiffs’ land caused thereby. This he refused to do, and this 
action was brought tc compel him to remove his eaves to the extent that 
they hang over the plaintiffs’ land and for recovery of all damages sus- 
tained therefrom. The defendant, in his answer, claims that he had 
acquired an easement to project his eaves over the plaintiffs’ property. 
The plaintiffs denied the existence of the alleged easement, and contend 
that if the projection of the eaves over their property could be con- 
sidered possession, still the defendant had not had 20 years possession 
against these plaintiffs and under those whom they claim. 
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Upon the issues submitted the jury found that the defendant had 
constructed the eaves of his opera house building projecting over the 
property of the plaintiffs, thereby throwing water thereon, as alleged 
in the complaint; that the defendant had not acquired an easement so 
to do; that the plaintiffs’ property has been damaged by the water 
illegally thrown from defendant’s building, and assessed the damages at 
$500. Appeal by defendant. 


Stack, Parker & Cratg for plaintiffs. 
Vann & Milliken for defendant. 


Crarx, C. J. It appears in the evidence, without contradiction, that 
the division line between the plaintiffs’ lot and the defendant’s lot was 
as the defendants claim, having been settled in a proceeding for the 
division between the then owners in a decree of court, duly recorded in 
April, 1864; that the defendant had erected the opera house in 1898; 
that the eaves projected a few inches beyond his line, and thereby water 
from his roof was thrown upon the plaintiff’s land; that from 1872 to 
1911 the plaintiffs’ lot was owned and in the possession of a life tenant, 
T. J. Ezzell, from whom, by mesne conveyances, the title and possession 
of the lot has passed to these plaintiffs. There was no evidence of any 
damage to lot of plaintiffs prior to 1920 when they began to build on it, 
and the water from the defendant’s eaves began to injure the construc- 
tion of the building the plaintiffs then began to erect. 

The plaintiffs do not claim through or under T. J. Ezzell, the life 
tenant, who was the owner and in possession of the property from 1872 
to 1911. The remaindermen, 8. J. and R. F. Ezzell, under whom, by 
mesne conveyances, the plaintiffs claim, could not have maintained an 
action of ejectment or for damages to the possession against the defend- 
ant so long as the life tenant was in possession of the lot. An easement 
by presumption, which the defendant claims, can arise only upon an 
adverse possession for 20 years. Even if the defendant’s possession of 
a few inches of space in the air over the lot now owned by the plaintiffs 
was adverse, 1t was adverse only to T. J. Ezzell, who was from 1872 
to 1911 in actual possession of the lot, and under whom the plaintiffs do 
not claim. 

Where there has been a trespass causing permanent damages to the 
realty, the owner of the remainder may sue for damages to his estate 
and interest. Cherry v. Canal Co., 140 N. C., 422; Balcwm v. Johnson, 
177 N. C., 218; but the mere occupation of a few inches up in the air 
was not such a permanent injury to the lot as would warrant an action 
for trespass by them against the defendant. ‘The remaindermen, S. H. 
and R. F. Ezzell, who came into possession on the death of the life 
tenant in 1911, could have maintained an action against the defendant 
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if he had entered upon the lot, injured, or removed the house, or other- 
wise damaged their interest in the lot, but the defendant’s occupation of 
the air for a few inches above their lot did not permanently injure the 
lot in any way. At least, in this action no injury was shown to have 
occurred prior to 1920. 

The present action is for possession, and the defendant having no 
deed or color of title, must show 20 years adverse possession against 
these plaintiffs and those under whom they claim. He cannot tack on 
the time during which T. J. Ezzell was in possession. 

The defendant also pleaded the three years statute of limitations. 
That would be good as to all damages to the property accrued more than 
three years before bringing this action, but the plaintiffs neither alleged 
nor recovered damages, if any, accruing before three years prior to the 
beginning of this statute. 

It has long been settled that the mere lapse of time is not sufficient 
to create an easement. Boyden v. Achenbach, 86 N. C., 399, in which 
Smith, C. J., held, for a unanimous Court, that it is not only necessary 
to show that the claimant has used the alleged easement continuously 
for the 20 years, but that the user was adverse and as of right. See 
authorities there cited, and the citations thereto in the Anno. Ed. 

In that case it was held: “There must be some evidence accompany- 
ing the user, giving it a hostile character, and repelling the inference 
that it is permissive and with the owner’s consent, in order to create the 
easement by prescription and impose the burden upon the land.” In 
this case there was no evidence whatever of any hostile character in the 
possession of the air by the defendant prior to 1920. On the contrary, 
when sued to establish the dividing line in a former proceeding in 1919, 
he frankly admitted that the plaintiffs are the owners of their lot, and 
set up no claim to any easement. 

The remaindermen could not sue, as already stated, except for perma- 
nent injury to their estate or interest, and the technica. trespass of the 
defendant in a space of a few inches up in the air of itself was not such 
permanent injury to the lot as would warrant the remaindermen in 
recovering damages therefor. 

To sum up, the defendant has shown no hostile possession that any 
length of time would ripen into an easement. Boyden v. Achenbach, 
supra. If there had been hostile possession, the statute would not have 
run against the remaindermen, or those under whom tiey claim, until 
after the death of the life tenant, except as to permanent. damages to the 
freehold, which was neither alleged nor shown. 

The other exceptions do not require discussion. The clamages clairned 
accrued in less than 3 years before this action was brought, and the 
evidence in regard thereto was properly admitted. 

No error. i 
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HARRY GEIGER v. E. F. CALDWELL bkT AL. 
(Filed 15 November, 1922.) 


jh 


. Arbitration and Award—Contracts—Intent—Scope—Conclusiveness. 
An agreement to submit a controverted matter to arbitration is, in its 
interpretation, to be regarded as a contract between the parties and 
construed to arrive at their intent, and the scope of their award will be 
confined to such matters only as are submitted to them. 


2. Same—Extraneous Matters. 


Where the arbitrators have included in their award matters relating to 
the subject that are not properly within its scope, the award as to the 
matters that are properly therein passed upon will be held to conclude 
the parties when capable of being separated without prejudice to the 
rights of any of them. 


3. Same. 

Where the vendor of land has agreed with the purchaser under a writ- 
ing that the latter was to repair the dwelling upon the land, not to exceed 
a certain sum, as a part of the purchase price, and he claims that he has 
exceeded the sum limited in making the repairs; a written submission to 
arbitration of the value of the repairs made by the purchaser within the 
limitation imposed by the agreement to arbitrate, is conclusive only 
within the amount so limited, and to that amount only are the parties 
bound by the award. 


4, Arbitration and Award—Award if Two Arbitrators, 


Where the parties have each selected an arbitrator under an agreement 
that three were to determine the controverted matter, and have conducted 
the proceeding upon the idea that the third should be called in only in 
case of disagreement of the arbitrators so selected, it becomes unnecessary 
for those selected to call in the third when they both have agreed and 
rendered their award accordingly. 


5. Appeal and Error—Objections and Exceptions—Sufficiency of Excep- 
tion—Arbitration and Award. 


The form of an exception to the judgment of the Superior Court that 
presents on appeal the question as to whether the arbitrators had ex- 
ceeded the authority conferred upon them by the agreement to arbitrate, 
will not be held insufficient when it substantiaily presents the real point 
intended to be raised. 


AppraL by defendant from Long, J., at September Term, 1922, of 
RIcHMOND. 

Civil action, heard on the report of a referee. The case is this: On 
27 September, 1918, defendant sold to plaintiff a certain lot in Hamlet, 
N. C., known as No. 81, for a stipulated price, on which plaintiff made 
payments and then gave his note for the balance, which was $4,750, 
due 27 December, 1918, with interest, and to secure the same he executed 
a deed to E. A. Harrill, as trustee, for said lot, with power of sale, which 
' was duly registered. At the time of said purchase there was on the 
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lot a dwelling-house, which had never been completed, and which had 
been damaged by fire, and as a part of the contract of ‘ourchase, it was 
agreed between the parties that the defendant should, at his own ex- 
pense, repair the house, complete it, and put it in good condition, as 
will fully appear from a contract between the parties, dated 27 Septem- 
ber, 1918. That if the defendant had proceeded with due diligence 
with the work performed by him in accordance with the contract of 
27 September, 1918, it should have been completed by 1 January, 1919, 
but on account of sickness and lack of money the defendant did not 
complete the work, and on 27 June, 1919, although defendant had done 
certain work on the house, it had not been completed in the way and 
manner specified by the contract. 

On 27 June, 1919, the contract of 27 September, 1918, was abandoned 
by mutual consent, and a new contract was entered into between the 
parties, under the terms of which the plaintiff was to pey the defendant 
the sum of $4,000 in cash as a credit upon the indebtedness secured by 
the deed of trust to E. A. Harrill, trustee, and was himself to finish the 
house in the manner specified in the contract of 27 September, 1918, 
the reasonable cost thereof to be credited on the indebtedness secured 
by the deed of trust to E. A. Harrill, the estimated cost of finishing the 
house, to wit, the sum of $750, to be retained by the plaintiff pending 
the completion of said house. It was further agreed tat 1f, upon the 
completion of the house, the parties could not agree upon the amount 
expended by plaintiff for work done by him on the same, the matter 
should be referred to three disinterested persons as arbitrators, and the 
plaintiff and defendant, on 27 June, 1919, executed a written agreement 
which, as far as it relates to this matter, is as follows: “Whereas, 
Harry Geiger is indebted to E. F. Caldwell in the sum of $750, and 
E. F. Caldwell is indebted to the said Harry Geiger, in the manner 
hereinafter stated, both parties mutually agree to the tollowing: The 
parties agree that for the purpose of paying whatever amounts are due 
for completing this house, which the said Geiger agreed to do, but failed 
to do, and which Geiger now agrees to do, the said Geiger shall complete 
the house and receive payment for the same (omitting immaterial 
matters), and the parties agree that Geiger may deduct the cost and 
expense of completing the house from the balance due by him to Cald- 
well for the land to the amount of $750 of said purchase money, and the 
balance thereof he shall pay to Caldwell, with a lien on the house and 
lot for the same. The parties further agree to refer any dispute as to 
the amount due Geiger for the work to three arbitrators if they them- 
selves cannot agree as to the same. 

The case was sent to a referee, who found the following facts: ‘In 
accordance with the contract of 27 June, 1919, the plaintiff completed 
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the house in the way and manner specified in the contract of 27 Sep- 
tember, 1918, and delivered to the defendant an itemized statement, 
showing that plaintiff had expended the sum of $1,190.80 in completing 
said house, and the plaintiff then and there offered to settle with the 
defendant upon this basis and to pay the defendant the balance due upon 
the indebtedness secured by the deed of trust to E. A. Harrill, trustee, 
after deducting all cash payments theretofore made, plus said sum of 
$1,190.80, but the defendant declined and refused to make settlement 
upon this basis. The parties, therefore, being unable to agree upon the 
amount expended by plaintiff in completing the house, appointed arbi- 
trators, in accordance with the contract of 27 June, 1919, and thereupon 
the plaintiff selected W. J. Galloway and the defendant selected J. H. 
Austin, and the parties agreed upon one Cole as the third arbitrator. 
Thereupon the three arbitrators were furnished with an itemized state- 
ment of the amount claimed by plaintiff to have been expended by him 
in completing said house, together with bills and receipts evidencing 
the amounts paid by him, and the three arbitrators and plaintiff and 
defendant went over the house and inspected the same, and on 27 Janu- 
ary, 1920, W. J. Galloway and J. H. Austin, two of the arbitrators, 
filed an award in writing, whereby they found that plaintiff had ex- 
pended the sum of $1,135.36 in completing said house. <A copy of the 
award was furnished to plaintiff and another to defendant. Although 
the contract of 27 June, 1919, provided for three disinterested arbitra- 
tors, both plaintiff and defendant construed the contract to mean that 
the third arbitrator was not to act, except in case of a disagreement 
between the other two arbitrators. That upon the arbitration there was 
no disagreement between the two arbitrators first selected and agreed 
upon between the parties, and for the reason the third arbitrator did 
not act or sign the written award. That the work of completing said 
house in the way and manner provided by the contract of 27 September, 
1918, should have been performed and completed by the plaintiff in 
accordance with the contract of 27 June, 1919, at a cost and expense to 
him of not exceeding $750. That after said house was completed and 
finished, certain material was left over, the cost of which had been 
included in the statement furnished by plaintiff to the arbitrators, and 
which was allowed by them, and said material is still in the possession 
of the plaintiff. That the only cash payments which have been made 
by plaintiff to defendant on account of the indebtedness secured by the 
deed of trust to E. A. Harrill, trustee, are the following: $70.25, paid 
on or about 1 December, 1918, being three months interest; and the 
further sum of $3,000, paid in cash on 1 September, 1919. That if the 
award of the arbitrators is valid and binding, then a true and correct 
statement of the indebtedness due by plaintiff to defendant secured by 
the deed of trust to E. A. Harrill, trustee, is as follows: “Then follows 
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a statement of the account between the parties by the referee showing a 
balance due by Geiger on the indebtedness secured by the deed of trust to 
Harrill of $855.41 (as shown in finding No. 11), allowing him for the 
value of all work done and for all expenditures by him in completing 
the house, and giving him the benefit of the award of arbitrators.” 

The referee then says in his report: “If the award of the arbitrators 
be not final and binding, then a correct statement of the indebtedness 
due by plaintiff to defendant and secured by the deed of trust to A. E. 
Harrill, trustee, is as set forth in finding No. 11, with the exception that 
the credit of $1,135.86 as of 27 January, 1920, should be only the sum 
of $750 as of that date. The evidence before the refere2 was insufficient 
to authorize or justify the allowance of any damage in favor of or 
against either of the parties. The balance due by plaintiff to defendant 
is secured by the deed of trust to E. A. Harrill, trustee, registered in 
Book 110, at page 452, and is a first lien upon the property therein 
conveyed.” 

The referee concludes as matters of law: 

“1. That the arbitration agreement and the award therein are valid 
and binding on the parties. 

“2. That plaintiff is indebted for balance of debt to defendant secured 
by Harrill’s deed of trust, in the sum of $855.41, with interest from 
27 January, 1920, until paid, which is secured by the said trust deed, 
and recommends a sale of the property to pay it.” There are other 
findings not material to this appeal. 

Report of referee confirmed by the court, and judgment thereon for 
defendant for the balance due on debt, and for a sale of the property 
for its payment. 

Defendant excepted and assigned the following errors: “The defend- 
ant excepts to the first conclusion of law of the referee herein for that 
the same is erroneous, and for that the referee should have found that 
the arbitration and award was not legal or binding upon the defendant 
E. F. Caldwell.” This exception was overruled, and the report of the 
referee confirmed, and judgment rendered accordingly. Defendant 
appealed. 


W. R. Jones for plaintiff. 
J. Chesley Sedberry for defendant. 


Watxer, J. The referee (Mr. Lawrence) acted wisely in presenting 
a report in the alternative views based on the construction of the arbi- 
tration and award and the evidence. He held himsel? bound by the 
award, and in this he was also correct, but we are of the opinion that 
the arbitrators adopted a mistaken view of the arbitration. It is clear 
from the terms of the submission to them that the plaintiff was not to 


N.C.] FALL TERM, 1922. 391 





GEIGER Vv. CALDWELL. 





be allowed a credit of more than $750 for work done by him on the 
balance of the debt due by him to Caldwell. This, it seems to us, is 
the plain and only allowable construction of the submission. The con- 
fusion as to its meaning arose from the fact that they had separated a 
part ($750) of an entire debt due by Geiger to Caldwell from the whole 
thereof ($1,750), and referred to the $750 as if it was a separate and 
distinct debt evidenced by a note or some other instrument. for its 
amount ($750), whereas the balance of the debt, originally $4,750, was 
$1,750, but the meaning and intention of the parties is so plainly manti- 
fest that this peculiar and confusing way of expressing it is altogether 
immaterial. We search for the contract and construe it according to 
the real intention of the parties, and when this is ‘discovered, and espe- 
cially when, as in this case, it is so easily found, we do nothing more 
than execute it. 

In paying or reducing the amount of Caldwell’s indebtedness to him 
for his work on the house, the plaintiff could offset it by his debt to 
Caldwell for the balance of the purchase money due for the lot and 
secured by the Harrill deed of trust, but only to the amount of $750. 
This was, therefore, the limit of the power conferred upon the arbi- 
trators in determining the balance due by Geiger to Caldwell. The 
learned referee considered this matter, and would have given Geiger 
a credit for only $750 had he not been of the opinion that he was bound 
and concluded by their award allowing him more than that amount. 
In thus holding, he overlooked the fact that the arbitrators had ex- 
ceeded their power and jurisdiction, if it may be so called, and to the 
extent that they did so, he was not bound by their decision, but could 
decide for himself, 

Turning to the authorities, we find it settled that the submission fur- 
nishes the source and prescribes the limits of the arbitrators’ authority, 
without regard to the form of the submission. The award, both in 
substance and in form, must conform to the submission, and the arbi- 
trators are inflexibly limited to a decision of the particular matters 
referred to them. 5 Corpus Juris, 124. A submission is in itself a con- 
tract, or agreement, or so far partakes of its nature as to be substantially 
within the principle applicable to contracts as “the basis of the arbitra- 
tion and award is the submission.” Sprinkle v. Sprinkle, 159 N. C.,, 
81; Millsaps v. Estes, 187 N. C., 586; Dist. of Columbia v. Barley, 
171 U. S. 176. As a legal proposition, defendant is correct in con- 
tending that an award may not extend beyond the meaning and scope 
of the submission, unless waived by the conduct of the parties, or by 
some other recognized method of enlarging the range of inquiry, which 
is not shown here. Such improper action on the part of the arbitrators 
is void, certainly as to the excess, and if not on matter independent and 
severable, its effect may be to render the entire award invalid. Robert- 
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son v. Marshall, 155 N. C., 167. An award must be made strictly in 
pursuance of and in agreement with the submission, which must not, in 
its terms, be exceeded, and the arbitrators should regularly award as to 
all things referred to them, though an award may be good as to part, 
and void as to the remainder (if the parts are separable), where the 
arbitrators have acted in excess of authority. Millinery Co. v. Ins. Co., 
160 N. C., 180; Watson on Arbitration, marg. p. 176; Stevens v. Brown, 
82 N. C., 460. In Cutler v. Cutler, 169 N. C., 482, it was held that 
an agreement to arbitrate ig a contract, and from it the arbitrators 
derive their authority to bind the parties by their decision, and it is 
well settled that the arbitrators cannot exceed the authority conferred 
upon them by the agreement. 

The award exceeded the limit set by the terms of the submission, and, 
as argued by the defendant, it was, at least to that extent, not authorized 
and void, and did not bind the defendant or the arbitrators. But this 
is, aS to the latter, on matter substantially separable from the rest of 
the award and independent of it. The arbitrators did what they were 
authorized to do, although they did more, but as this Joes not vitiate 
what was within their express power to do, we may hold it valid as to 
it, and void as to the excess. 

The parties, as reported by the referee, treated the submission as, in 
the first instance, to two of the arbitrators, and in the event of disagree- 
ment between them, the third then to act in conjunction with the others. 
But the last was not required to be done, as the two agreed, and rendered 
his participation unnecessary. This was the correct view as taken by 
the referee. The very nature of the transaction, as disclosed by the 
entire record, clearly sustains his conclusion upon this part of the ease. 

The objection to the form of the single exception anc. assignment of 
error is not well taken. It substantially presents the real point in- 
tended to be raised, namely, that the award in its present form is not 
legal and binding upon the defendant, because the arbitrators exceeded 
their powers. It would be placing a very technical anj strained con- 
struction upon the exception of defendant should we decide otherwise. 

The judgment will be modified and the case remanded, so that the 
report of the referee may be modified by the court, or recommitted to 
the referee for that purpose, by allowing the plaintiff $750, as a credit 
on the account, instead of the amount now appearing in the referee’s 
account as stated by him, this being his alternative ruling, if the award 
is not valid and binding upon defendant, except as modified, which it is 
now held by us to be. The other grounds of objectior. to it are un- 
tenable. 

As thus modified, the judgment of the court is affirmed, and will be 
enforced. 

Modified and affirmed. 
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CHARLES McIVER et at. v. WINSTON McKINNEY ET AL. 
(Filed 15 November, 1922.) 


1. Wills—Interpretation—Intent. 


2. 


3. 


4. 


3. 


The intent of the testator, as gathered from the words he has used in 
his will, will prevail in giving effect to the will, not so much depending 
upon what the testator intended to express as what he actually expressed 
therein, considering all its provisions in their related entirety; and while 
presumptions as to his meaning are usually subordinated to his intention, 
they are not to be disregarded as an aid to the discovery of such intention 
when such construction is reasonable and in accord with the language 
used. 


Same—Presumptions—Residuary Clause—Intestacy. 


Where reasonably permissible, the law presumes that it was not in- 
tended by a testator to die intestate as to any part of his property, and 
the law will accordingly, in proper instances, presume that by a residuary 
clause the intestate intended to dispose of the property that he has not 
disposed of specifically in other parts of his will. 


Same. 


In one item of his will a testator devised his home lands to his wife 
for life, therein not specifically designating those to take in remainder; 
and in another item thereof disposed of the residue of his estate, if any, 
to his wife and daughter, in equal proportions, share and share alike: 
Held, it was the testator’s intent that the remainder of his estate devised 
in the first item should vest under the residuary clause. 


Same—Equity—Conversion. 


Where a testator directs that his real estate be sold and the proceeds 
first applied to the payment of his debts, and should any surplus remain, 
it should be divided among certain beneficiaries, such beneficiaries take 
the surplus as personalty under the doctrine of equitable conversion, 
subject to the law of descent applicable to property of that character. 


Same—Statutes—Husband and Wife. 


Where a daughter takes the lands of her father, after the death of her 
mother, as a residuary legatee under his will, but as personalty under the 
equitable doctrine of conversion, and then dies intestate, without child or 
the representative of such child, leaving a hushand surviving, the daugh- 
ter acquires her mother’s interest, under the provisions of C, S., 137, and 
her husband, upon her death, is entitled to the estate as her personalty 
under the provisions of C. S., 7, subject to the rightful demands of 
creditors; and C. S., 187 (8), relating to instances where a married 
woman dies intestate, leaving a husband and a child, or the representa- 
tive of such child, has no application. Public Laws of 1921, ch. 54. 


AppraL by petitioners from Harding, J., at April Term, 1922, of 


SurrRY. 


Civil action, heard on an agreed statement of facts. 
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John M. Doss died leaving a last will and testament the two material 
items of which are as follows: 

“Second: I give and devise to my beloved wife, Mary M. Doss, the 
tract of land on which I now reside, containing three hundred acres, 
more or less, bounded by the lands of Wesley Wooten, F. Parker, 
McKinney, and others, for her natural life in satisfaction of her dower 
and thirds in all my lands.” 

“Fifth: My will and desire is that all the residue of my estate (if 
any), after taking out the devises and legacies above mentioned, shall be 
sold and the debts owing to me collected, and if there should be any 
surplus over and above the payment of the debts, experses, and legacies, 
that such surplus shall be equally divided and paid over to my said wife 
and daughter in equal proportions, share and share alike.” 

The action was instituted as a proceeding for partition of the land 
deseribed in the second item of the will. The facts agreed are as fol- 
lows: The petitioners and the defendants, Winston McKinney and W. E. 
McKinney, are the collateral heirs of the testator, John M. Doss, who 
died on 3 September, 1915; the defendants R. F. Saunders, Caroline 
Haymore, Charlotte Bowles, Louise Saunders, Fletcher Saunders, Lilian 
Jackson, Lucy Kirkman, J. W. Saunders, Robert Perkins, Virginia 
Perkins, and Mary Perkins are the collateral heirs of Marv M. Doss 
(widow of the testator), who died intestate on 14 Mav, 1918; and the 
defendant W. C. McKinney is the surviving husband of Sarah Doss 
McKinney (the only child of John and Mary Doss), who died intestate, 
without issue, 3 February, 1921, at the age of nineteen vears. The land 
described in the petition as tracts 1, 2, 3, 4 is the land embraced in item 
two of the will. The testator devised to his daughter Sarah a tract in 
Yadkin County and three houses and lots in Mount Airy, which, with 
ten acres sold by her guardian and the land described in the second 
item of the will, was all the real estate owned by John Doss at the time 
of his death. The executor named in the will died before the testator, 
and the widow qualified as administratrix c. t. a. of John M. Doss on 
7 September, 1915, and made a final settlement of her administration on 
7 August, 1917. The personal property was more than sufficient to pay 
all the testator’s debts and the funeral expenses. The widow and Sarah 
Doss resided on the home place, described in the second item, until the 
widow’s death, and Sarah remained there until her marriage. With the 
exception of the ten acres referred to above, none of the testator’s land 
has been sold. W.C. McKinney was appointed guardian of Sarah Doss 
McKinney on 25 November, 1918, and E. F. McKinney was appointed 
her administrator 1 September, 1921. On 17 May, 1918, L. P. Jones 
qualified as administrator of Mary M. Doss, and made his final settle 
ment 23 May, 1919. W. C. McKinney was appointed administrator 
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d. b. n., c. t. a., of John M. Doss 20 September, 1921; and as guardian 
of Sarah McKinney he took charge of her real and personal property 
and managed it up to the time of her death. The will was written by 
the executor named therein, who was not a lawyer. 

The petitioners contend that the testator did not dispose of the re- 
versionary interest in the land described in item two, and that upon the 
death of his daughter the title descended to them as heirs at law. The 
heirs of Mary M. Doss contend that the testator devised to her an un- 
divided one-half interest in the land, that she held such interest as 
purchaser, and that they have acquired her title. W. C. McKinney 
contends that the fifth item of the will operates as an equitable conver- 
sion of the reversionary interest into personal property, that upon the 
death of Mary M. Doss her interest went to her daughter, Sarah Doss 
McKinney, and that W. C. McKinney, as husband of Sarah, acquired 
her interest. 

The court adjudged that W. C. McKinney is entitled to the proceeds 
to be derived from the sale of the land, and appointed a commissioner 
to make the sale. The petitioners and the heirs of Mary M. Doss 
excepted and appealed. The land described in item two will be referred 
to as the “home place.” 


T. W. Kallam, J. F. Hendren, and McMichael, Johnson & McMichael 
for petitroners. 

J. H. Folger for the heirs of Mary M. Doss. 

Carter & Carter for W. C. McKinney, appellee. 


Apams, J. In the second item of the will the testator devised the 
home place to his wife for her natural life, without therein disposing 
of the reversionary interest. The appeal therefore presents the direct 
question whether the provision in the fifth item operates as an equitable 
conversion into personal property of the interest remaining after the 
expiration of the life estate, for it is admitted that no other clause in 
the will affects such interest. 

In Sisson v. Seabury, 1 Sumn., 235, Fed. Cas., No. 12, 918, Judge 
Story said: “Lhe difficulty of construing wills in any satisfactory 
manner renders this one of the most perplexing branches of the law. 
The cases almost overwhelm us at every step of our progress; and any 
attempts even to classify them, much less to harmonize them, is full of 
the most perilous labor. Lord Eldon has observed that the mind is 
overpowered by their multitudes, and the subtility of the distinctions 
between them. To lay down any positive and definite rules of universal 
application in the interpretation of wills must continue to be, as it has 
been, a task, if not utterly hopeless, at least of extraordinary difficulty. 
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The unavoidable imperfections of human language, the obscure, and 
often inconsistent, expressions of intention, and the utter inability of the 
human mind to foresee the possible combinations of everits, must forever 
afford an ample field for doubt and discussion, so long as testators are 
at liberty to frame their wills in their own way, without being tied down 
to any technical and formal language. It ought nct, therefore, to 
surprise us, that in this branch of the law the words used should present 
an infinite variety of combinations, and thus involve an infinite variety 
of shades of meaning, as well as of decision.” 

Nevertheless, it is generally conceded that in the construction of a 
will the cardinal purpose is to ascertain and give effect to the intention 
of the testator—not the intention that may have existed in his mind, if 
at variance with the obvious meaning of the words used. but that which 
is expressed by the language he has employed. The question is not what 
the testator intended to express, but what he actually expressed in his 
will, when all its provisions are considered and construed in their 
entirety. Patterson v. Wilson, 101 N. C., 586; Francks v. Whitaker, 
116 N. C., 518; Chewning v. Mason, 158 N. C., 579; Dunn v. Hines, 164 
N. ©., 114; Taylor v. Brown, 165 N. C., 157; McCallum v. McCallum, 
167 N. C., 310. Moreover, presumptions, while usually subordinated 
to the maker’s intention, are not to be disregarded as ar. aid in the dis- 
covery of such intention. Hence, in determining the question whether 
the testator disposed of the reversionary interest in the home place we 
may consider the presumption that the testator intended to dispose of 
his entire estate. The law presumes that one who makes a will does not 
intend to die intestate as to any part of his property. Speight v. Gat- 
ling, 17 N. C., 6; Jones v. Perry, 38 N. C., 202; Blue v. Ritter, 118 
N.C., 580; Peebles v. Graham, 128 N. C., 225; Steadman v. Steadman, 
143 N. C., 351; Allen v. Cameron, 181 N. C., 124. We must therefore 
consider this presumption in connection with the fifth item of the will, 
which provides that the residue of the estate be sold and the surplus 
remaining after the payment of debts, legacies, and expenses be equally 
divided between the testator’s wife and daughter. This is a residuary 
clause, which is to be construed so as to prevent intestacy, unless there 
is an apparent intention to the contrary. We are satisfied, after careful 
examination, that the will does not disclose an intention on the part of 
the testator to exclude from the residuary clause the reversion in the 
home place. The language is “all the residue of my estate,” and the 
word “estate,” as used here, denotes an interest in land or in any other 
subject of property. Vann v. Edwards, 185 N. C., 665; Foil v. New- 
some, 188 N. C., 117. Even where the residuary clause is limited to 
personal property, it has been held that such clause operates as a limita- 
tion to the interest of the tenant for life, and passes it over as effectually 
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as if there had been an express limitation over of the specific thing. 
Speight v. Gatling, supra; Saunders v. Gatlin, 21 N. C., 86; Hyman 
v. Williams, 34 N. C., 94. 

What, then, is the legal effect of the provision of the fifth item? We 
regard the unambiguous expression of the testator’s “will and desire” 
that the property be sold as equivalent to his commanding an equitable 
conversion of the property not otherwise disposed of, including the 
reversion in the home place. “By equitable conversion 1s meant a 
change of property from real into personal, or from personal into real, 
not actually taking place, but presumed to exist only by construction or 
intendment of equity. ‘Nothing,’ it has been said, ‘is better estab- 
lished than the principle that money directed to be employed in the 
purchase of land, and land directed to be sold and turned into money, 
are to be considered as that species of property into which they are 
directed to be converted, and this in whatever manner the direction is 
given, whether by will, by way of contract, marriage articles, settlement, 
or otherwise; and whether the money is actually deposited, or only 
covenanted to be paid, whether the land is actually conveyed or only 
agreed to be conveyed. The owner of the fund, or the contracting 
parties, may make land money or money land.’ By this and similar 
declarations, the judges do not mean to assert a solemn piece of legal 
juggling without any foundation of common sense; but simply to lay 
down the practical doctrine that for certain purposes of devolution and 
transfer, and in order that the rights of parties may be enforced and 
preserved, it is sometimes necessary to regard property as subject to the 
rules applicable to it in its changed and not in its original state, al- 
though the change may not have actually taken place.” Bispham’s 
Prin, Eq., sec. 807; 1 Story’s Eq. Juris., sec. 573 et seg.; Duckworth 
v. Jordan, 188 N. C., 521; Clifton v. Owens, 170 N. C., 618. The right 
of a testator to effect his purpose by directing that money be employed 
in the purchase of land, or that land be sold and turned into money is 
unquestionable, and those who claim under a will directing such con- | 
version must take the property in its converted character, as if the con- 
version actually took place at the time of the testator’s death, unless 
some other time is designated in the will. Brown v. Wilson, 174 N. C., 
639; Benbow v. Moore, 114 N. C., 270; Conly v. Kincaid, 60 N. C., 594; 
Brothers v. Cartwright, 55 N. C., 116; Hllott v. Loftin, 160 N. C., 
362; Clifton v. Owens, supra, pp. 616-617. 

From the application of these principles it follows that the equitable 
conversion into money of the reversionary interest took place when the 
testator died, and that the money to be derived from the sale was to be 
divided between the widow and the daughter “share and share alike.” 
The daughter, who was the sole surviving heir and distributee, acquired 
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the interest of her mother (C. 8., 187), and upon the subsequent death 
of the daughter intestate, her surviving husband (the defendant W. C. 
McKinney) was entitled to her personal estate, subject, of course, to the 
claims of her creditors and others holding rightful demands against her. 
C.S., 7; Bank v. Gilmer, 116 N. C., 701; Colson v. Martin, 62 N. C., 
125. C.8S., 137 (8), apples only in case a married woman die intestate, 
leaving a husband and a child, or the representative of such child. 
Publie Laws of 1921, ch. 54. 

The judgment of the Superior Court is 

Affirmed. 





CONESTEE CHEMICAL COMPANY, Inc., v. W. C. LONG er AL. 
(Filed 15 November, 1922.) 


1. Judgments—Term—Presumptive Date—Signed Out of Term—Consent. 


The provisions of C. S., 618, that judgments relate to the first day of 
the term, apply when the judgment was rendered ancl docketed during 
the term, or within ten days after adjournment thereof, and not to a 
judgment signed out of term by the consent of the parties, except where 
third persons are prejudiced: and the position may rot be maintained 
that a sale of lands to be made by commissioners appointed to sell prop- 
erty, ete., was not made within the time prescribed by the order, under 
the theory that the date of the order was to relate back to the commence- 
ment of the term, when it appears that by consent the order was signed 
after the term of court, and the sale occurred within the time prescribed 
from the actual date on which the judge signed it. 


2. Appeal and Error—Findings by Court—Consent—Evidence. 

Where the judge finds by consent the facts controverted in the action, 
his findings are not reviewable on appeal to the Supreme Court when 
supported by evidence. 

38. Same—Judicial Sales—Confirmation—Discretion of Court. 


The confirmation of a judicial sale by the Superior Court judge is a 
matter within his sound discretion, and will not be reviewed by the 
Supreme Court on appeal when it has been exercised reasonably and not 
arbitrarily. 


AppEaL by defendant from Lane, J., at December Term, 1921, of 
RicHMOND. 

On 4 March, 1920, the defendant Long executed and delivered to the 
plaintiff a chattel mortgage and crop lien to secure his promissory note 
to the plaintiff in the sum of $4,795, due on 15 November, 1920. The 
defendant made default in payment, and in Richmond County a consent 
judgment was rendered against him on 3 June, 1921, fcr the amount of 
the note, with interest, and a commissioner was appointed to sell at 
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private sale so much of the mortgaged property as was seized under 
proceedings in claim and delivery. The commissioner sold 59 bales of 
cotton at 9 cents, and realized $2,121.39, and made report of his sale 
on 1 August, 1921. At the September Term, 1921, the defendant filed 
written objections to the confirmation and several affidavits were filed. 
The cause was continued, and it was agreed that the judge might render 
final judgment outside the district in vacation. After finding the facts 
from the evidence his Honor signed a judgment on 31 August, 1922, 
confirming the sale and crediting the amount of the note with the pro- 
ceeds. The defendant excepted and appealed. 


J. Chesley Sedberry and J. G. McCormick for the commissioner. 
W. R. Jones and Stack, Parker & Craig for defendant. 


Apams, J. In the judgment to which the parties expressly consented 
it was provided that the commissioner should make sale within sixty 
days from the date of the order. The judgment was rendered as of the 
May Term, 1921, but his Honor found the facts to be that it was “signed 
and entered” on 3 June, and that the sale was made on 1 August, and 
within the time prescribed. The relation of a judgment to the first day 
of the term applies when the judgment is rendered during a term and 
docketed during the same term, or within ten days after the ad- 
journment. C, S., 613. The statute does not purport to apply to a 
judgment signed out of term, and a judgment nunc pro tunc, though by 
agreement, is not allowed to take effect by relation to the prejudice of 
third parties. Hardware Co. v. Holt, 173 N. C., 310; Ferrell v. Hales, 
119 N. C., 199. The defendant’s first assignment of error therefore 
cannot be sustained. 

The second and third assignments involve questions of fact. There 
was evidence to support each finding, and it is well established that in 
such cases the facts as found by the trial judge are not subject to 
review in this Court. Harris v. Smith, 144 N. C., 489; Jordan v. 
Bryan, 103 N.C., 59; Strauss v. Frederick, 98 N. C., 60. 

The defendant further assigned as error his Honor’s confirmation of 
the commissioner’s sale and the order directing the clerk to credit the 
judgment with the proceeds of the sale, less the expenses. In our view 
of the law it is not necessary to discuss the various contentions in behalf 
of and in opposition to the order confirming the sale. Whether a 
judicial sale should be confirmed is ordinarily a matter within the sound 
equitable discretion of the court. True, the discretion must be exercised 
reasonably and not arbitrarily; but if it appears that the sale was free 
from deception and unfair advantage, and that the order of confirmation 
was made in the exercise of a discretion which was not abused, the 
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courts “will not be astute to find objections.” Sutton v. Craddock, 174 
N.C., 276; Thompson v. Rospigliosi, 162 N. C., 147; Vewghan v. Gooch, 
92 N. C., 529; Wood v. Parker, 63 N. C., 379. 

We have considered all the exceptions and have concluded, upon the 
whole record, that the defendant cannot’claim the relief sought as a 
matter of legal right. The judgment is therefore 

Affirmed. 





JOHN G. CARPENTER, ADMINISTRATOR OF BENJAMIN L. CLARK, DEcEASED, 
vy. ATLANTA AND CHARLOTTE AIR LINE RAILWAY COMPANY Et AL. 


(Filed 22 November, 1922.) 


1. Actions—State—Governmental Agencies—State Highway Commission 
——Statutes. 

The statutes creating the State Highway Commission enumerate their 
powers and duties in the construction, maintenance, étc., of highways for 
public benefit, without either expressly or impliedly giving it the right 
to sue and be sued, but manifestly as an agency of the State for the pur- 
pose of exercising administrative and governmental functions. Public 
Laws 1915, ch. 118; Public Laws 1919, ch. 189; Public Laws 1921, ch. 2, 
sec. 10. 


2. Same—Constitutional Law. 


A State cannot be sued in its own courts or elsewhere unless it has 
expressly consented to such suit, by statutes or in cases authorized by 
provisions in the organic law, instanced by Art. II, Const. U. 8.; Art. IV, 
sec. 9, Const. of North Carolina. 


3. Same—-Ofiicials. 


A suit prosecuted against an officer or agent who represented the State 
in conduct and Hability, and wherein the State is the real party whose 
action will be controlled by the judgment and against) which relief is 
sought, is a suit against the State, and not against its officer or agent, 
whose acts are alleged to have caused the injury complained of. 


4. Same—Private Corporations. 


C. 8., 1126, giving corporations the right to sue and be sued, does not 
apply to the State Highway Commission, a governmental agency of the 
State, but only to private and quasi-private corporations. 


The principle upon which a governmental agency is not liable to an 
action in tort committed by its agents, rests upon public policy, and the 
State Highway Commission being a governmental agency, is immune from 
suits of this character, whether empowered by the statutes concerning it 
to sue and be sued or otherwise, there being no statute or constitutional 
provision authorizing it. 
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6. Same—Principal and Agent—Private Torts. 

The principle upon which the immunity of the State from suit does not 
extend to its officers and agents for a trespass committed in breach of an 
individual’s legal rights under conditions prohibited by law, though they 
have assumed to act by authority of the State, can have no application 
when the State is the real party against which the relief is sought, and 
the party that will be affected or controlled by an adverse judgment, if 
rendered. 

7. Same—Statutes—Constitutional Law. 


An officer or agent of the State is not liable to one injured by a breach 
of his administrative duty requiring the exercise of his judgment or 
discretion, when it is imposed solely for the public benefit, and he has 
acted within its scope without malice or corruption. 


8. Pleadings—Demurrer—Governmental Agencies—Torts. 

The plaintiff in this action sued the State Highway Commission for 
damages for the death of his intestate, alleged to have been caused by its 
failure to provide a safe place for the intestate to work in pursuance of 
his dangerous duties as defendant’s employee: Held, a demurrer con- 
fined the scope of the inquiry to whether the action could be maintained 
against the defendant commission, in its capacity in which it was sued, if 
regarded as a general appearance, and was properly sustained. 

9. Summons—Service—Principal and Agent-——Governmental Agencies— 
State Highway Commission—<Actions. 

A summons served on the chairman alone, and as such of the State 
Highway Commission, does not present in the action the question of the 
individual liability of its agents or employees for a tort alleged to have 
been committed by them. 


AppraL by plaintiff from Webb, J., at September Term, 1922, of 
GASTON. 

The State Highway Commission demurred to the complaint. De- 
murrer sustained. Plaintiff appealed. 


Mangum & Denny for plaintrff. 
Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash and 
W. L. Cohoon for State Highway Commission. 


Apams, J. The plaintiff alleges that Sam Finley, who was employed 
by the State Highway Commission to surface certain roads in the county 
of Gaston, by agreement with the Southern Railway Company, built 
a tank, or tanks, on the railroad’s right of way in the town of Lowell 
within a few feet of overhead wires which were charged with an electric 
current of high voltage; that these tanks contained asphalt, which was 
to be used in surfacing the roads then in process of construction; and 
that the plaintiff’s intestate, a road inspector in the employ of the 
Highway Commission, went to one of the tanks in obedience to orders 
given him, and mounting a ladder undertook, by means of an iron rod, 


26—184 


402 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 


CARPENTER Vv. R. R. 


to dig or cut into the asphalt, when the rod came in contact with one 
of the wires and communicated the electric current to his body, causing 
his death. The plaintiff further alleges that the Highway Commission 
negligently permitted Finley to place the tanks in dangerous proximity 
to the wires and negligently failed to furnish for the plaintiff’s intestate 
a safe place in which to work, or to warn him of the danger to which 
he was exposed. 

The Highway Commission demurred on the ground that the com- 
plaint does not state a cause of action against them in that the commis- 
sioners are agents of the State engaged in the performance of a public 
service, and are not subject to suit for the cause alleged. The demurrer 
was sustained, and the plaintiff excepted and appealed. 

The appeal presents the question whether the allegations in the com- 
plaint constitute a cause of action which can be maintained against the 
State Highway Commission in the Superior Court. It :s not necessary 
to consider the alleged cause of action against Finley (who is named as 
a defendant) for the reason that Finley has never been served with 
process and 1s not in court, and because, moreover, the demurrer was 
filed only by the Highway Commission. 

In 1915 the General Assembly established a State Highway Commis- 
sion, to consist of the Governor and six others, and afterwards increased 
the number of commissioners, enlarged their duties, and more clearly 
defined their powers. Public Laws 1915, ch. 113; Public Laws 1919, 
ch. 189; Publie Laws.1921, ch. 2. Section 10 of the act of 1921 clothed 
the commission with the general supervision of all matters relating to 
the construction of the highways of the State, including the execution 
of contracts, the selection of the materials to be used, the control for 
the benefit of the State of any existing county or township roads, the 
regulation of the use of the roads and of the police traffic thereon, re- 
sponsibility for the maintenance of all highways other than streets in 
towns and cities, and other enumerated powers. The commission was 
not incorporated with the right to sue and to be sued, but was mani- 
festly established as an agency of the State for the purpose of exercising 
administrative and governmental functions. 

The principle is firmly established that a State cannot be sued in its 
own courts or elsewhere unless it has expressly consented to such suit, 
except in cases authorized by Article XI of the Constitution of the 
United States, or by some provision in the State Constitution repre- 
sented, for example, by Article IV, section 9, of the Constitution of 
North Carolina. In Beers v. Arkansas, 20 Howard, 52’, Chief Justice 
Taney said: “It is an established principle of jurisprudence in all 
civilized nations that the sovereign cannot be sued in its own courts, or 
in any other, without its consent and permission; but it may, if it thinks 
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proper, waive this privilege and permit itself to be made a defendant in 
a suit by individuals, or by another State. And as this permission is 
altogether voluntary on the part of the sovereignty, it follows that it 
may prescribe the terms and conditions on which it consents to be sued, 
and the manner in which the suit shall be conducted, and may withdraw 
its consent whenever it may suppose that justice to the public requires 
it.” U.S. v. Clark, 8 Pet., 486; U. 8S. v. Eckford, 6 Wall., 484; B. R. 
Co. v. Tenn., 101 U. S., 38387; U. S. v. Lee, 106 U. §., 196; Moody v. 
State Prison, 128 N. C.,.12; Jones v. Comrs., 1380 N. C., 452. 

It is true that a suit against the officials of a State is not necessarily a 
suit against the State, for the nature of the action must be determined 
by the substance of the relief sought. Ins. Co. v. Herriott, 91 Fed., 
715; Bain v. State, 86 N.C., 49. But where a suit is prosecuted against 
an officer or agent who represents the State in action and liability, and 
the State is the real party whose action would be controlled by the judg- 
ment and against which relief is sought, the action is in effect a suit 
against the State. North Carolina v. Temple, 1384 U. 8., 22; Loutscana 
v. Steele, 184 U. S., 280; Smith v. Reeves, 178 U. S., 436. 

The plaintiff insists, even if these propositions be conceded, that the 
original jurisdiction of the Supreme Court conferred by Article IV, 
section 9, of the State Constitution is not to be exercised if by the ordi- 
nary process of the law a plaintiff can regularly constitute his case in 
court and obtain relief against the defendant (Bain v. State, 86 N. C., 
50), and that the instant action can be maintained on two distinct 
grounds: (1) that authority for the commission to sue and to be sued is 
implied from the character and purpose of the legislation by which it 
was established; and (2) that the action was instituted for the recovery 
of damages caused by the negligence of the officers or agents of the State 
and not as a suit againt the State. 

As to the first ground, we understand the plaintiff to admit, in accord- 
ance with the decisions, that the power to sue and to be sued given 
under C. S., 1126, applies only to private and quasi-public corporations, 
and not to the governmental agencies of the State. Moody v. State 
Prison, supra. Besides this, the mere right to sue and to be sued, even 
if expressly granted the commission, would not destroy the public policy 
on which immunity from a suit in tort is made to rest. In Moody's case, 
supra, itissaid: “But even if such authority was given, it would cover 
only actions ordinarily incidental in its operation, and would not extend 
to causes of action like the present. There is a distinct difference 
between conferring suability as to ‘debts and other liabilities for which 
the State Prison is now liable, and extending liability for causes not 
heretofore recognized. Grate Co. v. Commonwealth, 152 Mass., 28. 
‘The exemption of the State from paying damages for accidents of this 
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nature does not depend upon its immunity from being sued without its 
consent, but rests upon grounds of public policy, which deny its liability 
for such damages. Bourn v. Hart, 93 Cal., 338.” In Jones v. Comrs., 
supra, it was held that counties, as instrumentalities of tae State, are not 
liable in damages in the absence of a statutory provision giving a cause 
of action against them, and even if such authority were given it would 
not extend to causes of action in tort. The cases cited by the plaintiff 
are not in conflict with these decisions. In Ellis v. N. C. Institution, 
68 N. C., 424, the action was based on a contract which was collateral 
or incidental to the purposes for which the institution was established. 
In the case of Bain v. State, supra, the object of which was to ascertain 
the facts relating to the plaintiff’s interest in land occupied by the 
defendant, this Court held that Article IV, section 9, of the Constitu- 
tion did not apply, because the plaintiff could obtain the relief sought 
in an ordinary action at law. And in County Board v. State Board of 
Education, 106 N. C., 83, the defendant was empowered to sue and be 
sued, and the action was prosecuted to enforce the performance of a 
ministerial duty. 

As to the second ground relied on by the plaintiff, we concede the 
proposition that the immunity of the State from suit does not save its 
officers and agents from liability for a trespass committed in breach of 
an individual’s legal rights under conditions prohibited by law, even 
when they act or assume to act by authority of the State. This doctrine 
is maintained in courts of the highest repute and is illustrated in 
numerous decisions. In Poindexter v. Greenhow, 114 U. S., 270, it 
appeared that the plaintiff owed certain taxes to the State of Virginia; 
that the defendant, as treasurer of the city of Richmond, was charged 
with the duty of collecting the tax, and made demand on the plaintiff 
for payment of the taxes due; that the plaintiff thereupon tendered to 
the defendant in payment thereof 45 cents in money and certain matured 
coupons issued by the State of Virginia by virtue of an act of the 
General Assembly; that the defendant refused to accept the coupons 
and money in payment of the plaintiff’s tax, and levied upon and took 
possession of certain personal property belonging to the plaintiff for the 
purpose of selling the same to pay the taxes; and that the plaintiff then 
brought his action in detinue for the recovery of the property levied on 
by the defendant. The defendant objected that the suit could not be 
maintained because it was substantially a suit against the State of 
Virginia, to which it had not assented, and that the defendant acted 
only in an official capacity and was guilty of no personal wrong. In 
deciding the question, Mr. Justice Matthews said: “A defendant, sued 
as a wrongdoer, who seeks to substitute the State in his place, or to 
justify by the authority of the State, or to defend on the ground that 
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the State has adopted his act and exonerated him, cannot rest on the 
bare assertion of his defense. He is bound to establish it. The State 
is a political corporate body, can act only through agents, and can com- 
mand only by laws. It is necessary, therefore, for such a defendant, in 
order to complete his defense, to produce a law of the State which con- 
stitutes his commission as its agent, and a warrant for his act. This 
the defendant in the present case undertook to do. He relied on the 
act of 26 January, 1882, requiring him to collect taxes in gold, silver, 
United States Treasury notes, national bank currency, and nothing else, 
and thus forbidding his receipt of coupons in heu of money. That, it 
is true, is a legislative act of the Government of Virginia, but it is not 
a law of the State of Virginia. The State has passed no such law, for 
it cannot; and what it cannot do, it certainly, in contemplation of law, 
has not done. The Constitution of the United States and its own con- 
tract, both irrepealable by any act on its part, are the law of Virginia; 
and that law made it the duty of the defendant to receive the coupons 
tendered in payment of taxes, and declared every step to enforce the 
tax thereafter taken to be without warrant of law, and therefore a wrong. 
He stands, then, stripped of his official character, and confessing a 
personal! violation of the plaintifi’s rights, for which he must personally 
answer, he is without defense.” 

This principle is sustained in Scott v. Donald, 165 U. S., 58; Elmore 
v. Fields, 153 Ala., 345; Burroughs v. Commonwealth, 224 Mass., 28. 
In Hopkin v. Clemson College, 221 U. 8., 636, on which the plaintiff 
chiefly relies, the facts were that the defendant maintained an embank- 
ment on the eastern side of the Seneca River to protect its lands from 
overflow, but its construction narrowed the channel of the river and 
caused the current of the stream to flow across the banks of the plain- 
tiff’s lands, causing injury. The appeal raised the question whether a 
public corporation can avail itself of the State’s immunity from suit in 
a proceeding against it for so managing the land of the State as to 
damage or take private property without due process of law. The 
college was not acting in a governmental capacity. In reference to the 
question, the Court said: “Again, and still treating the question as 
though involved in the plea to the jurisdiction, that is not an action 
against the college for a tort committed in the prosecution of any 
governmental function. The fee was in the State, but the corporation, 
as equitable owner, was in the possession, use, and enjoyment of the 
property. For protecting the bottom land, the college, for its own 
corporate purposes and advantages, constructed the dyke. In so doing 
it was not acting in any governmental capacity.” With respect to the 
question of liability, there is a well defined distinction between institu- 
tions which are regarded as ministerial agencies of the government and 
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those which exercise political or governmental functions like counties, 
municipalities, or commissions created for the construction and mainte- 
nance of the public highways. The duties of such governmental insti- 
tutions are more than ministerial. The apposite principle is this: If 
an action cannot be prosecuted against its officers or agents when the 
State is the real and only party in interest, it is equally true as a general 
proposition that a State cannot be held liable for torts committed by its 
officers or agents in the discharge of their official duties unless it has 
voluntarily assumed such liability. And the test by which the question 
of the individual liability of an official or agent of the State for tortious 
personal injury is to be determined has been stated in our decisions. 
For the negligent breach of a public duty administrative, ministerial, 
and imposed entirely for the public benefit a public officer may not 
be held individually lable to a person who has been injured by his 
negligence, unless the statute creating the office or impcsing the duties 
makes provision for such liability; and where his powers involve the 
exercise of judgment or discretion he is not liable to any private person 
for neglect to exercise such powers nor for the consequence of the lawful 
exercise of them if he keeps within the scope of his autaority and acts 
without malice or corruption. Hipp v. Farrell, 169 N. C., 552; 8. ¢., 
173 N. C., 169; Sneder v. High Point, 168 N. C., 608. 

We have referred to the doctrine of the individual liability of a public 
officer or agent because the questions relating to it were cliscussed in the 
argument here, but it should be noted that the members of the Highway 
Commission are not sued as individuals. The plaintiff caused the 
summons to be served only on the chairman, and seems to have dealt 
with the commission as if it were a corporation. If the demurrer be 
treated as a general appearance, such appearance was limited and con- 
fined to the capacity in which the commission was sued. 


The judgment sustaining the demurrer is 
Affirmed. 





SETH ROBERTS anp WIFE vy. MAYS MILLS. 
(Filed 22 November, 1922.) 


1. Employer and Employee—Master and Servant—Contracts—Considera- 
tion—Bonus—Supplementary Contracts. 


An offer of a bonus by an employer to such of his employees working 
for wages by the week, as would continue to work for a designated period 
of months, is a supplementary contract to that by the week, and becomes 
binding on the promissor, without express agreement by the employee, 
when the latter continues to work under the inducement offered, 
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2. Same—Discharge of Employee—Damages—Quantum Meruit. 


Where an employee by the week continues to work during the period 
for which his employer has offered a bonus, and is discharged without 
lawful excuse by the employer before the ending of the term, he is entitled 
to recover his weekly wage, under his contract relating thereto, to the 
time of his discharge, and upon his supplementary contract for the bonus 
to that time upon a guantum merwuit, the question as to whether the 
employer had a reasonable ground to discharge his employee being for the 
jury upon conflicting evidence. 


8. Same—Husband and Wife. 


Where the employees of a manufacturing plant, working for a bonus 
under the promise of their employer, are husband and wife, living together 
in the tenant house on the company’s premises, the discharge of the 
husband accompanied with an order to leave the premises he was occupy- 
ing with his wife, is an implied discharge of his wife also. 


ArpreaL by plaintiffs from Finley, J., at March Term, 1922, of 
MECKLENBURG. 

The plaintiffs brought this action to recover $46.70, alleged to be due 
for wages for work for the week ending 13 September, 1920, and for 
the recovery of $191.83 bonus, and for $553.60 claimed as damages for 
breach of contract of employment, the same being wages for the period 
from 13 September, 1920, to 25 December, 1920, at the rate of pay 
theretofore earned by plaintiff and his wife. 

It was admitted that the plaintiffs were in the employment of the 
defendant working in his cotton mill during January, 1920, and had 
been employed theretofore for probably two years; that during the 
early part of January, 1920, the following notice was posted by the 
defendant in his mill: “15 January, 1920. On 15 November we posted 
notice stating that we had made preliminary estimate of our accounts 
for the year 1919, sufficiently definite to warrant our announcing that 
on 29 December we would make an increase of 10 per cent in the wages 
of all mill operatives, and also would again pay the 5 per cent bonus 
at Christmas time in 1920. We have now completed our accounts for 
1919, and find that it is possible for us to not only advance wages 10 
per cent, which was done on 29 December, but also to pay 10 per cent 
bonus at Christmas time in 1920 instead of 5 per cent bonus. There- 
fore, a 10 per cent bonus will be paid at Christmas time in this year to 
those who have been continuously in the company’s employ since this 
present month of January. Mays Mills, Incorporated. Maysville, 
Ni CY? 

The defendant admitted the claim for $46.70 for wages earned in the 
week prior to 13 September, 1920, and tendered an offer of judgment 
for this amount, but denied the right of either of the plaintiffs to recover 
on account of the claim for bonus or for unearned wages on account of 
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alleged breach of contract of employment. The court below gave judg- 
ment for the $46.70 admitted by the defendant, and held that neither 
of the plaintiffs was entitled to recover on the other claims. 

From the above judgment the plaintiffs appealed. 


Marvin L. Rich and J. F. Flowers for plaintiffs. 
Tillett & Guthrie for defendants. 


CrarKk, C. J. This case presents, for the first time in this Court, the 
construction of the effect of an offer by employers to extend a bonus to 
employees provided they remain a specified length of time, which offer 
is accepted by the employee entering upon his employment upon such 
inducement. Should the employee fail to execute his part of the agree- 
ment by remaining for a specified time, or is dismissed for failure 
to do efficient work, or for any other good cause he forfeits his claim to 
the bonus offered. The question here presented is, Can the employer 
arbitrarily terminate such agreement at any time without legal and 
sufficient cause. 

In this case the evidence of the plaintiff was uncontradicted that he 
saw the notice of the offer of a bonus of 10 per cent posted in the mill, 
and thereby he was induced to stay and work until he could draw the 
bonus; that before the offer of the bonus was made he intended to quit, 
and would have done so but for its being raised to 10 per cent. His 
wife and coplaintiff makes the same allegation. There was evidence 
that the work of the plaintiffs was entirely satisfactory to the employers. 
He testified that there was no complaint of the work of himself and 
wife. The foreman, J. D. Norwood, under whom the plaintiff worked, 
testified that the character of his work was good; that he had no ocea- 
sion to complain of it, and if there had been any complaint it would 
have been made to him, and that he had received no complaint in regard 
to it. He also testified that he had known the plaintiff some four years, 
and his general reputation was good, and his general reputation as a 
workman in a cotton mill was good. The witness Robinson, who dis- 
charged the plaintiff at the direction of the superintendent, Dawson, 
stated that he had known Roberts and wife since 1917, and that the work 
of both was satisfactory to the company. In short, the evidence is that 
the work of the plaintiff and his wife was entirely satisfactory, and that 
their discharge was not caused by any dissatisfaction with their work, 
but because of criticism which Seth Roberts is alleged to have made 
outside the mill of an officer, but which he denied. Welsh, the chief 
executive of the mill, testified: “I gave instructions to have Roberts 
discharged, and my reasons were that he was critical of an officer of the 
law we had employed there to keep the place clean. I had no other 
reason.” 
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The plaintiff objected to all the testimony relative to the matters that 
occurred outside the mill and that were not in any way connected with 
his work, and excepted to the refusal of the court to exclude such testi- 
mony. The plaintiffs contend that the 10 per cent bonus offered was a 
part of the stipulated compensation for work to be performed, and that 
the defendant would have no right to discharge the plaintiffs for the 
reason assigned, and thereby defeat the plaintiffs in their purpose to 
remain in the mill and work according to the offer contained in the 
notice as to all who remained continuously in its employment until 
Christmas. They also contended that the allegations of the conversa- 
tion outside the mill, if true, which they denied, did not authorize their 
discharge by the defendant, there being no complaint as to their work; 
that the defendant could not discharge them without any legal reason 
authorizing them to do so, and that in effect they did this, and are liable 
to the plaintiffs for 10 per cent of the wages earned at least up to the 
time of the discharge as a part of the stipulated compensation for the 
work actually done. 

The plaintiff also excepted because the court instructed the jury that 
if they believed the evidence and found the facts in accordance there- 
with to answer the first issue “No,” and to save trouble that he would 
answer it for them “No.” 

There was conflicting evidence as to the conversation,on account of 
which the plaintiff Roberts was discharged, and we need not in this case 
pass upon the question whether there was sufficient ground for discharge 
for whether there was such conversation was a disputed issue of fact, 
upon which the jury alone was competent to pass. The language which 
the witnesses for the defendant testified that the male plaintiff used, and 
for using which was discharged, was as follows: The witness Welsh 
testified that he “gave instructions to have Roberts discharged, and his 
reason was that he was critical of an officer of the law that the company 
had employed to help keep the place clean; that he had no other reason.” 

L. R. Parker, witness for the defendant, testified that he was an 
employee of the mill and superintendent of the Sunday School there, 
and he heard Roberts, on 20 August, 1920, state, in the presence of other 
employees, “Oh, hell, the way they have Sunday School now they have 
not a fitten place to go to. The Bible did not teach us to have Sunday 
School the way they do; that the way it was one man should speak at 
a time and the way they had Sunday School there, it was not fitten to 
go to, all chattering at one time.” The witness says he told Mr. Brymer 
about that conversation, and Welsh, the vice president and general 
manager, had Roberts discharged. Brymer also testified that he was 
a deputy sheriff, and he had arrested some boys 16 and 17 years old 
and summoned them to court; that on Monday morning thereafter, some 
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of these boys being in the crowd, and the matter being mentioned, the 
plaintiff Roberts spoke up and said: “I consider that a dirty trick for 
you to be out that time of night bothering the boys. I: was not your 
damned business.” The witness says he told Welsh abou: this conversa- 
tion of Roberts. Welsh stated that Parker and Brymer had made the 
above reports to him and he gave orders to have Roberts discharged. 

The plaintiff testified that he did not make the statement that the 
Sunday School was an unfit place for people to go to. He says that in 
regard to the boys, he stated to defendant’s witness, “J don’t ‘care if 
these boys are arrested for gambling, but why do they think they should 
have a chain-gang sentence? Most of the boys work at night and sleep 
Saturdays and don’t care to go to bed, and were out there for pastime 
mostly, and furthermore, they did not bother you.” 

The judge, upon this conflicting evidence, instructed the jury that 
“Tf the jury believed the evidence, and find the facts in accordance 
therewith, then answer the first issue ‘No.’” The defendant was en- 
titled to have the jury pass upon the evidence and find the truth of the 
allegation; and further, whether it justified the discharge of the plain- 
tiff from their employment, on which matter we do not need to express 
an opinion until the facts are found as to what was said. 

In 34 Cyc., 1650, it is said that when there is a reward offered, ‘““When 
the plaintiff has performed part of the service and is prevented by the 
offerer, or by those for whose acts he 1s responsible, from completing the 
work he is entitled to the whole reward, or at least to a compensation 
on a quantum meruit.” 

It has become a very general policy with large employers of labor to 
offer a bonus or additional compensation to employees who shall render 
continuous and efficient service for a specified period of time. This is 
not a gratuity or gift, but is an offer on the part of the employer, with 
whom the offer originates in order to procure efficient and faithful serv- 
ice and continuous employment, and when the employee enters upon the 
service upon that inducement it becomes a supplementary contract of 
which he cannot be deprived without sufficient cause. In Payne v. 
U. S., 269 Fed., 878, it is held by the Court of Appeals of the District 
of Columbia that “A bonus is not a gift or gratuity, but a sum paid for 
service or upon a consideration, in addition to or in excess of that which 
would ordinarily be given.” 

In Kennicott v. Wayne Co., 16 Wall., 471, the Court approved the 
following definition from Webster: “It is not a gift or gratuity, but a 
sum paid for services, or upon a consideration in addition to or in excess 
of that which would originally be given.” 

In Youngsberg v. Lamberton, 91 Minn., the Court held that “where 
one party agreed to render service to the other for a year for a fixed 
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salary and received as a bonus a percentage of the business of his em- 
ployer at a specified time, the employee, if discharged, had a right of 
action accrued up to that time for the profits or bonus earned.” 

The posting of the notice and offer of a bonus for continuous work 
under the circumstances above set out, payable on the following Christ- 
mas, was a proposal on the part of the mill and the acceptance by the 
plaintiff by setting in to work until the end of the year, made a contract, 
provided he did his work satisfactorily, and the discharge of the plain- 
tiff, unless for sufficient cause, would amount to a breach of the contract, 
and was a wrongful discharge. The defendant could not relieve himself 
of payment of the bonus earned up to that time unless the discharge 
was upon sufficient cause. 

In 2 Labatt Master and Servant, 1323, sec. 452, it is held that such 
bonus is a part of the stipulated compensation, and in note 3 it says: 
“Where it was agreed that the servant was to receive a gift of twenty 
pounds if he remained to a certain date, it was held that the jury was 
entitled to take this into account in assessing the amount of damage 
recoverable for wrongful dismissal.” 

In 26 Cyc., 1308, it is said: “When the parties mutually terminate 
a contract of employment before the expiration of the term, a bonus 
already earned is recoverable.” The posting of the notice was an offer 
to the employees then in the mill that if they would remain until the 
end of the year they would have the 10 per cent bonus. The plaintiffs 
accepted this offer in good faith, and in good faith entered upon the 
performance of their contract resulting from their acceptance, and the 
employer was liable at least to the extent of a quantum meruit if they 
discharged the employee without sufficient cause. Even, therefore, if 
the parties had agreed to terminate the relationship existing between 
them, the employee would be entitled to the bonus earned; 26 Cyc., 1308, 
above set out. If they were wrongfully discharged under the authority 
of 2 Labatt M. & S., 1323, above quoted, they were entitled to have the 
bonus earned. 

Certainly the plaintiffs were entitled to have the jury pass upon the 
fact whether the discharge was justified by their conduct. If the jury 
believed the testimony of the plaintiffs, their contract, based upon the 
notice and their acceptance of the offer therein contained, was breached 
by the defendant without cause. 

According to 2 Labatt, p. 1823, the so-called bonus was “a part of the 
stipulated compensation,” and the defendant having accepted the benefit 
of the continued labors of the plaintiffs could not deprive them of the 
bonus earned up to that time by discharge from their employment with- 
out legal and sufficient grounds. The offer, in accordance with the 
notice, was the payment of 10 per cent additional to the regular wages 
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for those who should remain in their service until the following Decem- 
ber, and it should have been submitted to a jury whether that contract 
was breached by the defendant. The fact that the plaintiffs were at 
liberty to quit work whenever they chose does not alter the case, for by 
the terms of the offer, which was accepted by the plaintiffs, the latter 
would lose the bonus of 10 per cent if they voluntarily left the work 
before the end of the year. It was, therefore, a breach of the contract 
if the defendant discharged them and prevented the performance of 
their part of the contract without cause that would justify the termina- 
tion of their contract of employment. The jury must first find the facts 
and then it would be a question of law whether the conduct of the male 
plaintiff was sufficient ground for his discharge. 

The subject 1s nowhere more fully and clearly discussed than in 
Zwolanek v. Mfg. Co., 150 Wisconsin, 517, in which it is held that “an 
offer by an employer to permit his employees to participate in its surplus 
earnings, provided they were in the regular employ of the employer 
for 4,500 hours during 100 consecutive weeks, was in the nature of an 
offer of a reward for constant and continuous service. Such contract 
may be made orally, or in writing, either to a particular person or class, 
or to any and all persons complying with its terms. Until the accept- 
ance of such offer by beginning the performance of the service required, 
it is merely a proposition; but when the offer, including its terms and 
conditions, is accepted by performance before it lapses cr is revoked, it 
becomes a binding contract, subject to the laws governing contracts 
generally. Performance of such service constitutes an ecceptance; and 
thereafter the offer cannot be revoked so as to deprive a person who has 
acted on the faith thereof of compensation. Where a person perform- 
ing part of the service for which a reward is offered is prevented by the 
offerer, or those for whose acts he is responsible, he is entitled to the 
whole reward, or at least compensation on a quantum meruit.” In that 
case the Court, in speaking of this system of offering bonuses to retain 
experienced labor in their employment for a certain length of time upon 
the promise of extra compensation, says that such custom, which is now 
beginning to be very generally adopted, is beneficial to the employer as 
well as to the employee. This is self-evident, for it is the employer and 
not the employee who makes the offer, and who continues or discontinues 
it as he may find it to his interest. The Court in that case says very 
pertinently of this system: “It tends to induce employees to remain 
continuously in the employ of the same master, and to render efficient 
service, 80 as to minimize the probability of discharge. -‘t also tends to 
relieve the employer of the annoyance of hiring and breaking in new 
men to take the place of those who might otherwise voluntarily quit, and 
to insure a full working force at times when jobs are plentiful and 
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labor is scarce; to allow the employer in such case to repudiate lability 
on the ground stated would come perilously near conniving at the par- 
ticipation of a fraud; and no court should say that in such ease the 
by-law merely affected the corporation and not third parties. IEf the 
corporation desires to have their so-called ‘by-laws’ affect only the cor- 
poration and its shareholders, then they should refrain from exploiting 
them to third persons for the purpose of inducing such persons to act 
in reliance thereon. 

“We regard this law as being simply the offer of a reward to em- 
ployees for constant and continuous service. The defendant made an 
offer of extra or additional compensation to any employee who per- 
formed a certain number of hours service within a given period, pro- 
vided net profits were earned, and provided the employee did not quit 
or was not discharged before a stated time. A reward is a sum of 
money or other compensation offered to the public generally, or to a 
class of persons for the performance of a designated service. 34 Cyc., 
1730.” 

In that case the Court further said: “It is not necessary that the 
person performing this service for which a reward is offered should give 
notice to the offerer that he accepts the offer; for in such case the party 
making the offer impliedly dispenses with the actual notice and the doing 
of the act completes the contract,” citing numerous cases. “While the 
mere offer, not assented to, does constitute a contract, an acceptance of 
the terms of an offer of reward by any person who complies therewith by 
performing this service creates a complete and valid contract, provided 
the performance takes place prior to the withdrawal of the offer. Act- 
ing upon an offer, and complying with its terms and conditions, consti- 
tutes an acceptance. Welson v. Stump (108 Cal., 255), 42 Am. St., 
111,” citing a large number of cases to the same effect. 

“Tt is manifest that the statute of frauds has no application to the 
case, Until the offer is accepted by beginning performance there is no 
contract, executory or otherwise. When it 1s accepted by beginning 
work the obligation is fastened upon the defendant to pay what is due 
under it, and it 1s not essential that the employee should inform the 
employer that he relied on the offer in undertaking the work.” 

The Court further held that while as a general proposition the party 
making an offer of a reward may withdraw it before it is accepted, the 
offerer of a reward must be held to the exercise of good faith and cannot 
arbitrarily withdraw the offer without sufficient cause. The employee, 
by accepting such offer by beginning work, is not obligated to serve a 
specified time. The penalty is that if he quits work, or is discharged 
for legal cause, he forfeits the bonus, for the terms of the employment 
are express that 1t must be continuous employment for the time specified, 
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and there is an implied agreement that during employment he shall in 
good faith render efficient service and not give legal and sufficient ground 
for discharge. 

It is true the wife in this case was not in terms expressly discharged, 
but peremptory order was given to the husband to get out of the house 
immediately, and this reasonably implied that his wife should go, too. 
At least, the management so understood it, for they made no demur to 
her leaving on that ground. 

It appears in this case that the contract for employment was by the 
week, and hence either party could terminate it at the end of any week. 
The offer of a bonus and its acceptance by entering upon the work was 
a supplementary contract for a reward in consideration of the employee 
remaining in the service for the specified time. It did not change the 
terms of the contract of employment by the week, but by this agreement 
the employee, if he failed to remain the specified time, forfeited all 
claims to the bonus, and on the other hand, if the employer discharged 
the employee without good and sufficient cause, he was liable to the 
employee for the bonus lost thereby. Inasmuch as the employee knew 
that the employment could be terminated at the end of any week, he is 
entitled, upon such violation of the supplementary contract for con- 
tinuous service, upon a guantum meruit, for the length of time he served 
at the rate of 10 per cent on the wages earned up to that date, according 
to the employer’s offer. The employee is not entitled to recover dam- 
ages for the wages for the unexpired time for the contract of employ- 
ment was terminable at the end of any week, nor can he recover the 
bonus for the unexpired time for the bonus for continuous employment 
was based upon the continuance of the service, which under his contract 
the employer could terminate. He is entitled to recover if discharged 
without legal and sufficient cause the bonus of 10 per cent up to the 
time of the discharge, for that is the extent of the wrong done him by 
wrongful discharge. 

In this case it should have been left to the jury to determine whether 
the alleged conversation took place at all, and if so, whether it was good 
and sufficient cause for the discharge. If it was not, then the plaintiff 
and his wife are entitled to recover upon a quantum meruit for the 
bonus up to the time they were wrongfully discharged. 

The system of offering bonuses for continuous employment has been 
adopted by many employers, in their own interest, as well as being a 
step towards a better understanding between employers and employees. 
The enforcement of such contract can work no harm to employers, for 
they can discontinue the practice by failing at any tirae to renew such 
offers. Some years ago the hours of employment in industrial estab- 
lishments in this State, especially in the cotton mills, were unlimited 
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by law. By statute the hours have been reduced to 60 per week, and 
most, if not all, of the larger cotton mills voluntarily have reduced this 
to 56 hours, and also increased the rate of compensation as this defend- 
ant has done. The employment of children of any age was formerly 
permissible, but now is restricted by law. Although there has been no 
legislation requiring it, many of the factories, at least the most pros- 
perous ones, are fitting up their tenement houses with lights, water, and 
sewerage, and many have established facilities for attendance on the 
public schools and church. The adoption of the system of offering a 
bonus in addition to the regular pay for continuous employment is part 
of the same system for the amelioration of the dealings between these 
companies and their employees. 

The employee being liable to a forfeiture of all bonus if he quits 
before the specified time, it would be a breach of faith and, as one of the 
authorities above quoted says, “perilously near the perpetration of a 
fraud,” if the employer were not liable for a breach of such supple- 
mentary contract on his part to the extent at least of payment of the 
bonus earned up to the time of the discharge, upon a quantum meruit 
basis, when he has discharged the employee for whatever motive if the 
ground was not legal and sufficient for termination of the offer of extra 
compensation for continuous service in the employer’s service. 

New trial. 





J. A. FAY & EGAN COMPANY vy. G. EDWARD CROWELL. 
(Filed 22 November, 1922.) 


1. Vendor and Purchaser—Contracts—Warranties—Return of Goods— 
Fraud—Principal and Agent-—Evidence—Burden of Proof. 


Where the purchaser of machinery under a written contract has agreed 
that if he did not return the machine within thirty days it was to be 
regarded as an acceptance, shutting off all warranties, expressed or 
implied, and defends an action to recover the purchase price on the 
ground that the selling agent had fraudulently induced him, by his prom- 
ise, upon which he relied and acted, not to return the machine within that 
time, the burden is on the defendant to establish the false representa- 
tions, and that the plaintiff's agent was authorized to make them, by 
evidence aliunde, the agent’s declarations, and his demurrer to the com- 
plaint is properly overruled. 


2. Same—Declarations—Evidence Aliunde. 

While a vendor of goods may subsequently waive the stipulations of 
warranty in the written contract of sale, made in its behalf, the burden 
of proof is on the purchaser relying thereon to show that plaintiff's agent 
had the authority from his principal to waive these stipulations, either 
expressly or implied from the character of the agency. 


416 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 
Fay v. CROWELL, 


3. Pleadings—Amendments—Courts—Discretion—Appeal and Error. 


It is within the sound discretion of the trial judge to allow amendments 
to pleadings, which will not be reviewed in the Supreme Court, when 
there is no suggestion that he had abused the discretionary powers he has 
exercised. C. 8., 547. 


AppkaL by plaintiff from Ray, J., at October Term, 1922, of Sranty. 

Civil action to recover balance due on ten promissory notes executed 
by the defendant and delivered to the plaintiff for a certain quantity of 
mill machinery. 

Defendant admitted the execution of the notes and contract, but set 
up in his amended answer that by the false and frandulent representa- 
tions and promises, made by plaintiff’s sales manager, he was induced 
to keep said machinery to his injury, beyond the 30-day period, allowed 
in the contract of purchase for its return In case of rejection, and that 
therefore said stipulation in regard to the return of said property has 
been waived. 

Plaintiff demurred to the allegations set out in the defendant’s 
amended answer, and from an order overruling said demurrer, plaintiff 
appealed. 


Sinclair, Dye & Clark for plaintoff. 
R. L. Smith & Son for defendant. 


Stacy, J. This case was before us at the Fall Term, 1921, and is 
reported in 182 N. C., 532. We held there, upon the record as presented 
on the first appeal, that the plaintiff was entitled to a directed verdict 
for the balance due on the unpaid notes. When the cause went back 
and was again reached for trial, the defendant was allowed to amend 
his answer and to set up, by way of recoupment, set-off or counterclaim, 
an allegation to the effect that during the 30-day period within which 
said machinery was to be tested and returned, if not satisfactory and 
as represented, the plaintiff’s sales manager falsely and fraudulently 
assured the defendant that said machinery would be made good, and any 
and all defects remedied by the plaintiff. 

Defendant avers that he relied upon said verbal assurances, induce- 
ments and representations, believing them to be true, and for this reason 
did not return the machinery within the time required by the contract, 
and he now contends that on account of such fraud anc deceit this pro- 
vision of the contract has been waived by the plaintiff, and that he, the 
defendant, is no longer required to observe the stipulation in regard to 
the time limit for returning the machinery. 

The clause in the contract here referred to 1s as follows: “And that 
a retention of the property forwarded, after 30 days from its arrival at 
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destination, shall constitute a trial and acceptance, be a conclusive 
admission of the truth of all representations made by or for the con- 
signor, and a fulfillment of all its contracts of warranty, express or 
implied.” 

We will not review the action of the trial court in allowing the 
defendant to amend his answer in the manner as indicated, for this was 
a matter resting in his sound discretion. O.S., 547. There is no sug- 
gestion of any abuse of discretion. Brewer v. Ring and Valk, 177 N. C., 
485. 

In the case of Randall v. J. A. Fay & Egan Co., 158 Mich., 630, it 
was held that the identical clause in the contract now before us, with 
respect to a retention of the property for a period of 30 days, being 
made, as it was, for the benefit of the seller, could be waived by a duly 
authorized agent of Fay & Egan Company (defendant there, plaintiff 
here), agreeing, as he did in that case, within the 30-day period, to 
remedy all defects and to make the machinery in question satisfactory 
to the purchaser, which was not done. The agent there in question was 
a state agent, or, as described by the company, a “Michigan agent.” 

In the case at bar we have the additional allegation that such promises 
were fraudulently made, and that the defendant relied upon them to his 
hurt, etc. We are not now interested in whether the defendant can 
make good his allegations with proof. At present they stand on de- 
murrer. And it would seem that a “sales manager” would presumably 
have sufficient authority to waive the stipulation in question; but, as to 
the authority of the agent, the defendant must assume the burden of 
proof. This may not be shown by declarations of the agent himself, 
but it must be established by evidence aliunde. Piano Co. v. Strickland, 
163 N. C., 250; Medocine Co. v. Mizell, 148 N. C., 384; Machine Co. v. 
Hill, 186 N. C., 128. | 

This general rule in regard to the waiver of such stipulations has 
been recognized by us in a number of cases. Bland v. Harvester Co., 
169 N. C., 420; Fairbanks v. Supply Co., 170 N. C., 315. This last 
case contains an elaborate discussion of the whole subject, with full 
citation of authorities by Associate Justice Walker. See, also, 24 
R. C. L., 252; 35 Cyc., 440; note 50, L. R. A. (N.S.), 796. 

Construing the allegations of the answer in a favorable light for the 
pleader (C. S., 535), we think the demurrer was properly overruled. 

Affirmed. 
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In Re WILL oF MRS. MONTIE McINTOSH SEYMOUR. 
(Filed 22 November, 1922.) 


1. Wills—Animo Testandi. 


A paper-writing to constitute a valid will must by the written terms 
show, among other things, the intent of the maker to dispose of his prop- 
erty to take effect after his death, and when such intent does not so 
appear, extraneous evidence is inadmissible for that purpose. 


2. Same—Disposition of Estate—Powers of Attorney—Principal and 
Agent. 


A paper-writing signed by the wife under seal statir.g that she was of 
“sound mind and body,” and “investing” her husband “with full power 
of attorney over all moneys, real estate, liberty bonds, and all other prop- 
erty owned by me at this date, for the purpose of acting for me in all 
business matters,” etc., designating the property specifically, is but the 
appointment of her husband as her agent or attorney in fact, without any 
disposition to him, and ineffectual as a will; and its interpretation other- 
wise cannot be upheld by the added words, ‘‘this also constitutes my last 
will,” for this can only refer to the paper that is in itself ineffectual as 
a will. 


IssuE of devisavit vel non, heard before Brock, J., and a jury, at 
February Term, 1922, of Moors. 

The alleged testatrix was married to F. A. Hastings Seymour on 12 
July, 1921, and died on 26 September, 1921. On 26 July she signed 
the following instrument: 


This is to certify that I, Mrs. Frederick Augustus Hastings Seymour, 
née Montie Elizabeth McIntosh, being of sound mind and body, do this 
96 July, 1921, invest my husband, Frederick Augustas Hastings Sey- 
mour, with full power of attorney over all moneys, real estate, Liberty 
Bonds, and all other property owned by me at this date for the purpose 
of acting for me in all business matters, etc. (A description of her 
real and personal property follows.) 

This also constitutes my last will. 

Given under my hand, this 26 July, 1921. 

Montiz E. McIntosu Styuour. [sxat.| 
Mrs. F. A. Hastines Seymour. [snat. | 
Witnesses : 
Mrs. Exta J. Dunvap. 
Wim B. Duntar. 


Mrs. Seymour acknowledged the execution of this paper-writing on 
3 August, and it was registered in the office of the register of deeds of 
Moore County on 5 August. On 4 November, 1921, F. A. Hastings 
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Seymour, the surviving husband, presented it to the clerk of the Supe 
rior Court and had it probated in common form as the last will and 
testament of Mrs. Montie E. McIntosh Seymour, or Mrs. F. A. Hastings 
Seymour, and at the same time obtained letters of administration on 
the estate of the alleged testatrix. On 17 November, 1921, Mrs. Sey- 
mour’s next of kin (her brothers and sisters) filed a caveat alleging, 
besides undue influence and the want of mental capacity, that the words 
“This also constitutes my last will” were inserted after her signature 
was affixed, and that the paper-writing upon its face does not constitute 
a last will and testament. At the close of the propounder’s evidence 
his Honor held as a conclusion of law that the instrument in question 
is not the last will and testament of Mrs. Seymour, and instructed the 
jury to return a negative answer to the issue, “Is the paper-writing 
propounded for probate the last will and testament of Montie McIntosh 
Seymour?” Upon the return of the verdict, judgment was rendered for 
the caveators, and the propounder excepted and appealed. 


George L. Peschau, R. L. Burns, and Rountree & Carr for the pro- 
pounder. 
Robert Ruark, U. L. Spence, and H. F. Seawell for the caveators. 


Apams, J. The appeal presents the sole question whether the instru- 
ment which was probated in common form is sufficient in law to con- 
stitute the maker’s will and testament, for the caveators concede that if 
his Honor’s instruction was erroneous issues should have been sub- 
mitted to the jury on the questions of undue influence and the want of 
mental capacity. It was shown on the trial that the entire paper- 
writing, excepting the signature of the two witnesses, is in the hand- 
writing of the maker, and that the words “This also constitutes my last 
will” were inserted some time after the remainder of the instrument had 
been prepared, but before it was signed. The maker acknowledged the 
execution of the paper before a justice of the peace, and upon the clerk’s 
certificate of probate it was recorded during her lifetime in the office of 
the register of deeds of Moore County as a power of attorney. After 
her death it was admitted to probate in common form as her last will 
and testament. 

One of the essential elements of a will is a disposition of property to 
take effect after the testator’s death. A testament has been variously 
defined to be the “declaration of a man as to the manner in which he 
would have his estate disposed of after his death”; “continuing title to 
the testator’s property after his death in such persons as he shall name”; 
“a just sentence of our will, touching that we would have done, after 
our death”; “the expression of that which one may lawfully require to 
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be done after his death”; and “the legal declaration of a man’s intention, 
which he wills to be performed after his death.” 1 Jarman on Wills, 
26; Schouler on Wills, 1; Gardner on Wills, 1; Redfield on Wills, 5; 
Payne v. Sale, 22 N. C., 458. It is true that no particular form of 
words is necessary to express an intention to dispose of a person’s prop- 
erty after his death, and the use of inartificial language will not be 
permitted to defeat an apparent intention expressed in an instrument 
which complies with the formalities of law. In re Edwards, 172 N. C., 
871. “The law has not made requisite to the validity of a will that it 
should assume any particular form, or be couched in language techni- 
cally appropriate to its testamentary character.” 1 Jarman, 21. <Ac- 
cordingly it has been held that a letter, or a deed, or a paper-writing 
in the form of a contract, or other writing, will be valid as a will if it 
complies with the requirements ordinarily necessary to the execution 
of such an instrument. In re Bennett, 180 N. C., 8; In re Ledford, 176 
N. C., 610; Richardson v. Hardee, 15 L. R. A., 635; Afilam v. Stanley, 
17 L. R. A. (N. S.), 1127; Ferris v. Neville, 89 A. S. R., 486. So the 
question whether a written instrument constitutes a will must be deter- 
mined by applying the tests that are generally recognized and approved 
by the courts. Aside from questions regarding execution, Gardner says 
the test to determine whether an instrument 1s a will 13 the presence of 
the testamentary intent—the animus testand:. This may be manifested 
by an intention to appoint an executor or a guardian for minor children, 
or by making some positive disposition of the testator’s property— 
neither the appointment of the executor or guardian ncr the disposition 
of the property to take effect in any way until the testator’s death. It 
should be noted, however, that every expression of intent, even if such 
intent is not to operate until the death of the person entertaining it, is 
not the expression of a testamentary intent. Apart from the appoint- 
ment referred to, a written instrument to be a will must make some 
positive disposition of the testator’s property, and if it fails to do this, 
it is not a will and testament. Gardner, supra, 15, 16. And on p. 19 
the same writer says: “To determine whether the document itself dis- 
closes a testamentary intent, two tests are commonly resorted to, viz., 
whether the instrument operates to create any interest prior to the 
death of the maker, and whether it is revocable during the life of the 
maker. If under the instrument any interest vests, or if such interest 
fails to vest merely because of lack of delivery of the instrument, then 
it is not a will. In other words, if any interest either vests or is capa- 
ble of vesting prior to the death of the maker, the instrument is not a 
will,” 

We have no hesitation in saying that the instrument in question, 
when tested by these principles, falls short of a testamentary disposition 
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of property. The maker certified “that I . . . invest my husband 
with full power of attorney . . . for the purpose of acting for me 
in all business matters.” The husband was “invested” with authority 
to manage the property in praesentzv; but in no way does the paper- 
writing purport to dispose of such property either during the lifetime 
of the maker, in which case it would not be a will, or after her death. 
The clause “This also constitutes my last will” does not operate as a 
disposition of the maker’s property to take effect after her death, because 
the word “this” refers to the instrument in controversy, which is merely 
a power of attorney relating to the management of the property in her 
lifetime. Probably Mrs. Seymour intended to make a will and thought 
she had accomplished her purpose; but a will cannot be established by 
merely showing an intent to make one. Nor can this conclusion in any 
wise be affected by evidence offered to show that the alleged testatrix 
said “she wanted Fred to have what she had,” and treated the instru- 
ment as her will. It contains no latent ambiguity to be explained by 
parol evidence; what the maker intended to say 1s clearly stated. 
“While extrinsic evidence may be admitted to identify the devisee or 
legatee named, or the property described in a will, also to make clear 
the doubtful meaning of language used in a will, it is never admissible, 
however clearly it may indicate the testator’s intention, for the purpose 
of showing an intention not expressed in the will itself, nor for the 
purpose of proving a devise or bequest not contained in the will. It is 
a ‘settled principle that the construction of a will must be derived from 
the words of it, and not from extrinsic averment.’” Bryan v. Bigelow, 
107 A. S. R., 67; McIver v. McKinney, ante, 393. 
An examination of the record discloses 
No error. 





JAMES WILLIAM McNEILL v. MAYS MANUFACTURING COMPANY anp 
BAXTER SHEMWELL. 


(Filed 29 November, 1922.) 


1. Limitation of Actions—Corporations—Merger—Novation. 

The formation of a new corporation, with the same stockholders, to take 
over the assets of an existing corporation and assume its obligations, does 
not, in assuming the debts, create a new contract or novation of the old 
debts in contemplation of the statute of limitations, but is only a con- 
tinuation thereof; and a creditor in his action against the new corporation 
to recover the debt due by the former one with which it has merged, 
must show that he has commenced his action within the statutory three 
years, when the statute has been pleaded, and may only recover for such 
items as fall within the time therein limited. 
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2. Limitation of Actions—Contracts—Debtor and Creditor—Novation. 

A novation to repel the bar of the statute of limitations contemplates a 
new debtor and a contract in favor of the same or another creditor, and 
the statute in such instances begins to run from the date of the new 
promise. 

3. Same—New Promise. 


Where the creditor has received a promise on behalf of his debtor that 
the amount owed him would be paid, when the former should have re- 
ceived sufficient funds, etc., the statute of limitations begins to run at 
the date when the promise, if sufficient, was made. 


AprraL by defendant manufacturing company from Long, J., at 
February Term, 1922, of Davipson. 

The defendant Baxter Shemwell organized the Accounting Machine 
Company, a Nevada corporation. Subsequently he organized the Mays 
Calculating Machine Company in Delaware, and the plaintiff brings 
this action for services rendered in such organization during the months 
of January, February, and March, 1917; and in his complaint states 
that he “rendered all the above named, together with other legal services 
for the Mays Coleulating Machine Company.” Later on in the spring 
and summer of 1918 the said Baxter Shemwell organized the Mays 
Manufacturing Company under the laws of North Carolina for the 
purpose of taking over the business of the Mays Calculating Machine 
Company, and on 24 June, 1918, the defendant Mays Manufacturing 
Company, by a written agreement, did take over said business, together 
with all the assets and assumed all the liabilities of the said Mays 
Calculating Machine Company. The plaintiff alleges that thereby it 
received the benefit of all the plaintifi’s services, and he estimates the 
value of his services at $1,500. At the trial a nonsuit was taken as to 
Baxter Shemwell. 

The defendant, the Mays Manufacturing Company, pleaded a general 
denial, and also the three years statute of limitations. From the judg- 
ment against said company it appealed. 


Sink & Brinkley and J. F. Spruall for plaintrff. 
Parker, Stewart, McRae & Bobbitt for defendant. 


Crark, C. J. The defendant’s 14th assignment of error is to the 
following instruction of the court: “Now, if you find that this defend- 
ant company took over the liabilities and property of the first company, 
in other words, assumed its indebtedness, and this was done in June, 
1918, and you find that this action was started in July, 1920, and you 
find there was an indebtedness that was actually made by this company, 
and its predecessor to this plaintiff for services rendered, then it would 
not be barred by the statute of limitations,” 
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This action was begun 13 July, 1920. The transfer from the Mays 
Calculating Machine Company to the Mays Manufacturing Company, 
this defendant, took place on 24 June, 1918. Most, if not all, the in- 
debtedness sued upon was created in January, February, and March, 
1917, and as to those services the plaintiff’s action is barred by the 
statute of limitations, unless, as the judge here charges, by the merger 
there with defendant company created a new period for the beginning 
of the statute. He instructed the jury that the action would not be 
barred by the statute of limitations if the transfer took place in June, 
1918. 

The fact that the two companies had made a deal whereby the Mays 
Manufacturing Company assumed the indebtedness of the Mays Caleu- 
lating Machine Company did not make a new contract as to such lhia- 
bilities. The manufacturing company simply occupies the same posi- 
tion as the calculating machine company, both by the reason of the 
contract and because the two companies are composed, according to the 
evidence, of the same stockholders, directors, and officers. The defend- 
ant Mays Manufacturing Company does not deny its liability for the 
indebtedness of the calculating machine company. The question pre- 
sented, however, is whether the statute of limitations began to run anew 
from the assumption of the indebtedness by the manufacturing company. 
In another part of the charge the court told the jury that the plaintiff 
was required to show that his services became due after 13 July, 1917. 
The defendant contends that this charge is conflicting and ground for a 
new trial. Williams v. Haid, 118 N. C., 486; Vanderbilt v. Chapman, 
175 N. C., 14. 

The court told the jury that “where a corporation engaged in a busi- 
ness transfers its entire property rights and franchises to a new com- 
pany, incorporated and organized by the same stockholders and directors 
as the old one, and the new company continues the business and adopted 
the contracts of its predecessor, the effect of such a merger is to create 
and to substitute the new one as a debtor, and in such case it is not 
necessary to obtain the consent of the creditors of the old company to the 
change. By a merger of an old into a new corporation and the novation 
of the debts of the old creates the new corporation, which is to all intents 
and purposes the same body and answerable for the contracts of the old 
company under a different name.” 

For this the plaintiff relies upon F’riedenwald Co. v. Tobacco Works, 
117 N. C., 544, where this proposition is laid down and the Court does 
use the word “novation,” but while the effect of that decision is correct, 
as stated, to continue the same liability against the new company that 
existed against the former company, there is no reference to the effect 
upon the statute of limitations, which is the question here presented. 
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Indeed, the use of the word “novation” is an inadvertence. At that 
same term, in Barrington v. Skinner, 117 N. C., 48, the Court held that 
“the acceptance of new notes in renewal and in lieu of the former notes 
given for the purchase of property is not a novation or a relinquishment 
of the security afforded by the registration of an agreement that the 
vendor should retain title until such notes are paid.” 

Novation is defined in Clark v. R. R., 188 N. C., 31, quoting 1 Par- 
sons on Contracts, 217; 9 Cyc., 377, as follows: “A transaction 
whereby a debtor is discharged from his liability to his original creditor 
by contracting a new obligation in favor of a new creditor by the order 
of the original creditor.” 

“The discharge of a debt, due from one man and charging it to 
another man with the consent of all the parties concerned, illustrates 
the doctrine of novation. The discharge of the original debtor is a 
sufficient consideration for the promise of the substituted debtor to 
assume the debt. Barnhardt v. Star Mulls, 123 N. C., 428; Palmer v. 
Lowder, 167 N. C., 331.” 

In 29 Cyc., 1131, it is held that “to constitute a novation by substitu- 
tion of creditor or debtor there must be a mutual agreement among 
three or more parties, whereby a debtor, in consideration of being dis- 
charged from his liability to his original creditor, contracts a new obli- 
gation in favor of a new creditor.” 

In the ease of a novation, there 1s a new debtor and a new contract in 
favor of the same or another creditor. In such case, the statute of 
limitations of course begins to run from the new promise. 

But that is not the case here where the same debt is continued by the 
merger of an old corporation into a new one with the same stockholders 
and officers and the taking over of the assets and the liabilities of the 
old company. This is simply a change in name by the debtor. There 
is no new promise. The agreement is that the new conipany will take 
over, together with the assets of the former company, its Habilities. It 
18 the same old debt, and the statute runs from the date of the creation 
of the debt in favor of the creditor. The court erred, t1erefore, in not 
granting the prayer of the defendant that the defendant was not liable 
for any indebtedness as to which 3 years had expired at the beginning 
of this action. Indeed, there is slight, if any, evidence of the creation 
of any indebtedness within the 3 years before the beginning of this 
action, and the statute being pleaded, the burden was upon the plaintiff 
to show what part, if any, of the indebtedness was created within 3 
years before action brought. 

The plaintiff testified that he was led to believe by Mr. Shemwell that 
the company was somewhat a matter of speculation and the realization 
of money was in expectancy, but that he would be paid for his services 
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whenever the company realized means to pay him. He contended, 
therefore, the statute of limitations did not run, and that the Mays 
Manufacturing Company assumed that indefinite liability. 

For this proposition the plaintiff relies upon Helsabeck v. Doub, 167 
N. C., 205. In that case the agreement was that A. should receive com- 
pensation for services rendered B. at the death of B.; that being a defi- 
nite period for payment, the statute of limitations did not begin to run 
until the death of B. The same would be true as to a note or any other 
obligation maturing at a fixed time in the future, or on an event which 
must happen. In such case, the statute would begin to run from the 
maturity of the obligation, but where, as in this case, there is alleged a 
promise to pay at some future day when the debtor should receive suffi- 
cient funds, the statute began to run at the date of the promise, and 
there is not such a continuing indebtedness as to suspend the running of 
the statute and the assumption by the defendant of the debts of the 
former company in no wise affected the running of the statute. 

The court should have granted the prayer of the defendant to charge 
that “the plaintiff is not entitled to recover in this action for any serv- 
ices rendered prior to 13 July, 1917, as all amounts due for services 
prior to that date are barred by the statute of limitations.” 

The case must go back for a new trial, and the plaintiff should show 
what part of the indebtedness, if any, was created within 3 years prior 
to the beginning of this action. 

Error. 





MARY HOWARD SPRINGS, ADMINISTRATRIX OF WILLIAM E. SPRINGS, 
vy. TALLASSEE POWER COMPANY. 


(Filed 29 November, 1922.) 


Instructions—Evidence—Issues—Verdict Directing. 


Requested prayers for instruction that the jury find the issues of negli- 
gence, contributory negligence, and assumption of risk in defendant’s 
favor, “if they should find the facts from all the evidence considered in 
the light most favorable to the plaintiff,’ are properly refused, if the 
evidence on the issues is conflicting and sufficient to sustain verdicts in 
plaintiff’s favor, in his action to recover damages for the wrongful killing 
of his intestate. 


AppEaL by defendant from Webb, J., at May Term, 1922, of Union. 

This is an action for the alleged negligent death of the plaintiff’s 
intestate, who was killed by the electric current of the defendant com- 
pany while painting the defendant’s towers for transmission of its elec- 
tric current. Verdict and judgment for plaintiff. Appeal by de- 
fendant. 
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Stack, Parker & Craig for plaintiff. 
E. T. Cansler, R. L. Smith, and John C. Sikes for defendant. 


Crark, C. J. The usual issues, in such cases, of negligence, con- 
tributory negligence, and assumption of risk were submitted. The de 
fendant asked the court to instruct the jury as to each of the three 
issues, severally, as follows: “If the jury shall find the facts from all 
the evidence considered in the light most favorable to the plaintiff, they 
will answer this issue ‘No.’ ” 

On appeal, the defendant abandons all exceptions except to the refusal 
of these instructions. Upon careful examination of the evidence, we 
find that there was sufficient evidence for the plaintiff tc go to the jury 
upon each of these three propositions. There was evidence to the con- 
trary on each of these issues, but that was a matter for the jury. In 
refusing the peremptory instructions asked we find 

No error. 





MYERS PARK HOMES COMPANY v. J. F. FALLS eEt at. 
(Filed 29 November, 1922.) 


Deeds and Conveyances—Lands—Subdivisions—Maps—Plats—Streets— 
Lots—Limitation as to Size and Frontage—Purchssers—Equity— 
Contracts to Convey—tTitle. 


The plaintiff was a purchaser of a subdivision of land remaining unde- 
veloped by the original owner, who had sold lots in his other subdivisions 
with restriction as to the size of the lots and their frontage upon the 
streets, each of the subdivisions being separate and distinct (Stephens 
v. Home Co., 181 N. C., 38385), without having adopted any definite plan or 
fixed purpose affecting the area or frontage of the lots in the subdivision 
acquired and being developed by the plaintiff, but had plats or maps made 
and recorded showing only a tentative or prospective plen of the sale of 
the entire property that were open to inspection by proposed purchasers. 
Having acquired the locus in quo, the plaintiff platted it into lots of 
smaller area and less frontage on the platted streets, and accordingly sold 
some of them, but the defendant refused to specifically perform his con- 
tract of purchase on the ground that the purchasers of lots of the other 
subdivisions, from the original owner, had acquired the right or equity 
of having the lots in this subdivision of the same size and frontage as the 
lots in the other subdivisions, in which they had purchased: Held, the 
equity relied on by the defendant did not apply to the facts of this case, 
and the defense that a good title could not be made by the plaintiff by 
reason of the limitations in the deeds to purchasers made by the original 
owner was untenable. Instances wherein lands have b2en platted into 
streets and lots, and sold upon the strength of representations made 
thereby, or covenants to that effect contained in the puirchaser’s deeds, 
have no application to the facts of this case. 
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Apprat by defendants from Webb, J., at October Term, 1922, of 
MECKLENBURG. 

Controversy without action, submitted on an agreed statement of 
facts, the material parts of which are stated in the opinion. 

From a judgment in favor of the plaintiff, the defendants appealed. 


John M. Robinson and C. H. Gover for plaiwntsff. 
C. W. Tillett, Jr., for defendants. 


Stacy, J. The following statement of the facts, taken from the case 
agreed, will suffice for our present decision: 

On 1 April, 1922, defendants entered into a written contract whereby 
they agreed to purchase from the plaintiff a house and lot in a subdivi- 
sion of Myers Park, a residential section near the city of Charlotte, 
N.C. Plaintiff executed and tendered deed, sufficient in form, to the 
defendants, who have refused to accept same, contending that the title 
to said property is defective. This suit is brought to compel specific 
performance. The locus in quo is known and designated as lot G in 
block 45, as shown on map or plat duly recorded in the office of the 
register of deeds for Mecklenburg County; said lot having a frontage 
of 75 feet and an area of a little more than a quarter of an acre. It 
is this small frontage and area that constitute the alleged defect in title. 

Plaintiff acquired the property, in its present dimensions, from the 
Stephens Company, the original owners of the whole of Myers Park. 
It is the contention of the defendants that the Stephens Company could 
not convey the lot in question, or any other lot in Myers Park, to the 
plaintiff or other with a frontage of less than 100 feet and an area of 
less than one-half acre. In support of this position, it is alleged that the 
Stephens Company, before it sold the locus an quo, together with other 
lots, to the plaintiff, by its conduct and action in pais at least, had 
obligated itself not to convey lots in this subdivision in dimensions of 
less than 100 feet frontage and one-half acre in area. 

Some twelve or thirteen years ago the Stephens Company became the 
owner of a tract of land near the city of Charlotte, containing approxi- 
mately 1,100 acres. It undertook to develop this property into a 
desirable residential section, and gave to it the name of Myers Park. 
From time to time lots in various subdivisions of this property were 
placed on the market for sale after said subdivisions had been arranged 
and prepared for residential purposes, by the putting down of paved 
streets, installing gas, water, and sewer mains, providing for electric 
light connections, etc. We had occasion to consider the effect of the 
recordation and subsequent sale of lots by reference to maps of these 
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subdivisional plats in connection with the general map or “key map” in 
Stephens Co. v. Homes Co., 181 N. C., 335. Reference to that case may 
aid, in a measure, to a better understanding of the facts here. 

The Stephens Company advertised that it was develooing Myers Park 
as a desirable residential suburb, and at the very beginning worked out 
a series of restrictions and limitations, which were incorporated in 
some but not all of the deeds executed by it in conveying lots sold in this 
territory. These restrictions, thirteen in number, are set out in full in 
the record but the ones more directly pertinent to th2 present appeal 
are the 8th and 13th, as follows: 


“(8) No subdivision of any part of the above descr:bed property by 
sale, or otherwise, shall be made so as to result in a plat having an area 
of less than half an acre or a frontage of less than one hundred (100) 
feet.” 

“(13) It is expressly understood and agreed by the parties hereto 
that all of the foregoing covenants, conditions, and restrictions, which 
are for the protection and general welfare of the community, shall be 
covenants running with the land.” 


While the Stephens Company has held out and advertised itself as 
offering for sale high-class, restricted residential prope:ty, it has never 
advertised lots in Myers Park as being limited to those having an area 
of at least one-half acre or a frontage of at least 100 feet. Nor has it, 
by advertisement or representation, indicated or intimated that all or any 
part of its property would be sold only upon the terms set forth in 
restriction No. 8. 

In the course of time the development of Myers Park reached the 
vicinity of the subdivision with which we are now concerned, and the 
Stephens Company had a plat prepared and recorded showing this sub- 
division as block 45; and, upon the map, said block was shown as being 
divided into lots of not less than one-half acre in area, and each with 
a frontage of not less than 100 feet. A number of lots were sold accord- 
ing to this plat and thereafter a revised plat was made and recorded 
showing all unsold portions of this subdivision, or block 45, to be sub- 
divided into lots of about one quarter of an acre in area and each with 
a frontage of approximately 75 feet. After this revised plat had been 
recorded, the /ocus in quo, with a number of other lots, was conveyed by 
the Stephens Company to the plaintiff. 

No written instrument, memorandum, or note has ever been executed 
by the Stephens Company, the plaintifi’s grantor, or by any person in 
its name, expressly granting to the purchasers of lots previously con- 
veyed, or other, any easement in the nature of the alleged restriction 
upon the land retained by it, of which the locus in quo constituted a 
part. Nor has it entered into any express covenant to hold the re- 
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mainder of its said tract subject to the restriction that no part thereof 
should be sold in lots of less than one-half acre in area, and each with 
a frontage of not less than 100 feet. No agreement has been made by 
it to exact such a covenant from future purchasers of any of the remain- 
ing lots in this development. 

The only covenant in writing expressly affecting and referring to the 
lot in question, executed either by the Stephens Company or by the 
plaintiff, or by any agent lawfully authorized by either, is the covenant 
contained in the deed from the Stephens Company to the plaintiff, 
namely, “No subdivision of any part of the above described property, 
by sale or otherwise, shall be made.” At the time this recital was in- 
corporated in the deed, the dimensions of said lot were, as stated above, 
about one-quarter of an acre in area and with a frontage of approxi- 
mately 75 feet. 

For the purpose of satisfying the defendants, the plaintiff has pro- 
cured from all owners of lots shown upon the subdivisional plat, upon 
which the lot in controversy appears, duly executed and acknowledged 
releases, waiving any and all rights which they may have to enforce 
said restriction and consenting that the Stephens Company shall sell 
lots in said subdivision of less than one-half acre in area and each with 
a frontage of less than 100 feet. 

Notwithstanding these releases, the defendants refuse to accept the 
deed tendered, contending that the alleged restriction upon the locus in 
quo cannot be released except by the owners of all lots in all subdivisions 
in Myers Park. Though it is admitted by the defendants that Myers 
Park has been developed and tracts offered for sale in sections or sub- 
divisions, as hereinbefore set forth, yet they contend that these com- 
ponent tracts or subdivisions constitute one single development, or a 
unity, and that owners of lots in other subdivisions have as much right 
to enforce the alleged’ imphed restriction as those who own lots in 
block 45. 

It is agreed that the Stephens Company has at no time actually or 
intentionally adopted any policy, plan, or scheme to sell all of its said 
property, or all of the lots in any subdivision thereof, in lots of not less 
than one-half acre in area or each with a frontage of not less than 100 
feet. And it is further agreed that unless the recording of the said 
subdivisional plats, and the sales by reference thereto, amount, as a 
matter of law, to the adoption of such a plan of development, it has done 
no act which could be construed as adopting any definite or fixed plan 
with respect to the area or frontage of lots thereafter to be sold. On 
the contrary, it is conceded that it has always been the actual intention 
and plan of the Stephens Company to sell, in such localities as it might 
deem advisable, smaller lots than those provided for under the restric- 
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tion in controversy, and for said purpose to alter and to revise its said 
subdivisional plats, and it has, in fact, in a number of instances, altered - 
and revised the same. 

It is further agreed that at various times the Stephers Company has 
caused to be made maps of the entire territory within Myers Park, 
showing the developed portions thereof in accordance w.th the recorded 
subdivisional plats, and that it has also prepared tentative plans for 
the future development of other subdivisions; but that said maps were 
made and used solely for tentative purposes, and to give an idea of the 
general plan of the development. While these general plans were 
accessible in the office of the Stephens Company to purchasers, and may 
have been seen by many, yet 1n all conveyances all property sold within 
Myers Park has been described solely with reference to the recorded 
subdivisional plats. As stated, however, a number of these general 
plans had been prepared from time to time. Most of them disclosed 
nelther the area nor frontage of lots, but one or more did show the 
dimensions of the proposed lots. 

Upon these, the facts chiefly relevant, the defendants contend that the 
title offered is defective in that the lot in question is less than one-half 
acre in area and has a frontage of less than 100 feet; said dimensions 
being at variance with the negative restriction contained in some of the 
deeds executed by the Stephens Company to other purck.asers of lots in 
Myers Park. Does such restriction apply to the locus in quo, under the 
facts and circumstances here disclosed? This is the question for deci- 
sion. 

It may be noted in the outset that the principles announced in Conrad 
v. Land Co., 126 N. C., 776; Collins v. Land Co., 128 N. C., 563; Green 
v. Miller, 161 N. C., 25; Wheeler v. Construction Co., 170 N. C., 427; 
Elizabeth City v. Commander, 176 N. C., 26; Wattson v. Dowling, 179 
N. C., 542, and other cases to like import, dealing with the dedication 
of streets, parks, and alleys for public uses, are not controlling here. 
Apparently for the first time in this jurisdiction the question is pre- 
sented in its relation to a negative restriction affecting the size and 
dimensions of certain designated lots in a given territory. 

The following general statement, which the defendants contend is 
applicable to the facts in hand, will be found in 18 C. J., 394: “Where 
the owner of a tract of land subdivides it and sells distinct parcels 
thereof to separate grantees, imposing restrictions upon its use pursuant 
to a general plan of development or improvement, such restrictions may 
be enforced by any grantee against any other grantee, either upon the 
theory that there is a mutuality of covenant and consideration or upon 
the ground that mutual negative equitable easements are created. 
Where parcels are sold with reference to such a uniform plan to persons 
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having notice thereof, the grantees may enforce the restrictions within 
this rule irrespective of the order of the several conveyances, and irre 
spective of whether the covenants run with the land, and without regard 
to whether the restriction is expressed in the separate conveyances, or 
whether the person against whom it is sought to enforce the restriction 
derived title from the same grantor.” 

Probably one of the best considered opinions on the subject, in which 
a number of English and American decisions are carefully reviewed, is 
DeGray v. Monmouth Beach Club House, 24 Atl. (N. J.), 388. In 
this case the doctrine is summarized as follows: “The law, deducible 
from these principles and the authorities applicable to this case, is that 
where there is a general scheme or plan, adopted and made public by 
the owner of a tract, for the development and improvement of the prop- 
erty, by which it is divided into streets, avenues, and lots, and contem- 
plating a restriction as to the uses to which buildings or lots may be put, 
to be secured by a covenant embodying the restriction, to be inserted 
in each deed to a purchaser; and it appears, by writings or by the cir- 
cumstances, that such covenants are intended for the benefit of all the 
lands, and that each purchaser is to be subject to and to have the benefit 
thereof; and the covenants are actually inserted in all deeds for lots sold 
in pursuance of the plan—one purchaser and his assigns may enforce 
the covenant against any other purchaser and his assigns, if he has 
bought with knowledge of the scheme, and the covenant has been part 
of the subject-matter of his purchase. The right of action from this 
would seem to be dependent as much on the fact of the general scheme as 
on the covenant—a very 1mportant consideration in a case in which the 
question arises whether certain threatened acts are in violation of the 
covenant, if any ambiguity exists as to its scope and meaning.” 

It may be well to observe just here that the defendants are not under- 
taking as grantees to enforce a restrictive covenant, contained in their 
deed, against another grantee whose deed from a common source con- 
tains the same restrictive provision. 

The defendants rely chiefly upon the decision in Johnson v. Mt. Baker 
Park Presbyterian Church, 194 Pac. (Wash.), 536. The controlling 
facts in this case were as follows: A development company platted a 
suburban tract of land near Seattle, Wash., and put it on the market 
with the intention of limiting the use of the various lots to first-class 
residential purposes. This plan or scheme was made known to the 
public, was systematically carried out, and was well understood by all 
purchasers of lots in “Mt. Baker Park.” When more than three-fourths 
of the lots in said development had been sold—the deeds of all pur- 
chasers containing certain building restrictions—the development com- 
pany undertook to sell one of the remaining lots to the Presbyterian 


432 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 


Homers Co. v. FALLS. 


Church without placing any restrictions in its deed. The plaintiff, who 
had bought subject to the general restrictions, brought an action to 
enjoin the erection of the church on the lot purchased by the defendant, 
upon the ground that all the lots in said development were impliedly 
subject to the general restriction for residential purposes. The Court 
held that the general plan could be invoked by the plaintiff, and that 
the lot sold to the defendant could not be used for church purposes. 

To hike effect is the decision in Brimson v. Bultman, 38 N. Y. Supp., 
209, where it was said: “The principle which supports the judgment in 
this action is that where an owner of land contracts wita the purchasers 
of successive parcels in respect to the manner of the occupation and 
improvement of such parcels, he thereby affects the remainder of the 
land with an equity which requires it also to be oceupied and improved 
in conformity to the general plan, and this equity is binding upon a 
subsequent purchaser of the remaining parcel, who has notice of the 
prior agreement, although his title be unrestricted.” 

Again, defendants cite McQuade v. Wilcox, 183 N. W. (Mich.), 771, 
as a persuasive authority in support of their position, This was a case 
where Mrs. Wilcox, the owner of a valuable farm near the city of 
Detroit, conceived the idea of platting a portion of it for a high-class 
residential subdivision. The plat was prepared anc recorded. Its 
residential and restricted character was made the subject of advertise- 
ment, and pointed out in conversation as an inducemert to prospective 
customers. A general plan was adopted to make it a high-class re- 
stricted residential district. To insure and to preserve the residential 
character of the subdivision, substantially uniform restrictions were 
inserted in the deeds executed by Mrs. Wilcox to the purchasers. One 
of the restrictions contained in each deed was to the effect that the lot 
thereby conveyed should be used only for residential purposes, and then 
followed this clause: ‘These conditions are for the benefit of all present 
and future owners of property in this subdivision, and are to remain in 
force until 1 July, 1935, and shall then terminate.” Mrs. Wilcox 
reserved the home place for her own residence. She occupied this resi- 
dence for a number of years, and after all but a few o: the lots in the 
subdivision had been sold and expensive residences erected thereon, and 
other improvements made upon them in conformity with the restrictions 
and without a breach by any of the purchasers or other grantees, Mrs. 
Wilcox entered into a contract with one Ben. B. Jacob to sell him her 
home place, to be used for restaurant and cafe purposes, with this clause 
in the contract: “Music, dancing, and other legal amusements and uses 
are permitted.” The plaintiff McQuade had bought a lot in this sub- 
division and had built a house upon it. He sought to enjoin the defend- 
ant from selling and authorizing the use of her residence for the cafe 
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purposes above mentioned. Mrs. Wilcox contended that no restriction 
had ever been placed upon her home property, and that, therefore, she 
was not bound by this alleged general plan. The Court held, however, 
that in view of all the circumstances it would consider McQuade and the 
other property owners in the subdivision as entitled to an equitable right 
to prevent Mrs. Wilcox’s lot from being sold for the said cafe purposes, 
and the injunction was granted. 

The following authorities are also cited by the defendants as support- 
ing, either directly or in tendency, their view of the law: Allen v. 
Detroit, 183 N. W. (Mich.), 317; Hancock v. Gumm, 107 8. E. (Ga.), 
872; Tallmadge v. East River Bank, 26 N. Y., 105; Knapp v. Hall, 20 
N. Y. Supp., 42; Duester v. Alvin, 145 Pac. (Or.), 660; Lowrence v. 
Woods, 118 S. W. (Tex.), 551; Bridgewater v. Ocean City R. Co., 49 
Atl. (N. J.), 801; Scott v. Roman Catholic Archbishop, 163 Pac. (Or.), 
88; Hisey v. Hastminster Pres. Church, 109 S. W. (Mo.), 60; Stoté 
v. Avery, 121 N. W. (Mich.), 825; Bostwick v. Leach, 3 Day (Conn.), 
476. 

It will be noted that the controlling factor or basic principle in all 
of the cases cited above is the adoption or establishment, either directly 
or by implication, of a general plan or scheme, to be observed uniformly 
for the benefit of all purchasers throughout the entire territory. But, 
in the case at bar, we have it expressly admitted that the Stephens 
Company has at no time adopted any definite plan or fixed purpose with 
respect to the area or frontage of all the lots in Myers Park, unless the 
recordation of the subdivisional plats, as above set out, and the sale of 
lots thereby amount, as a matter of law, to the adoption of such a gen- 
eral plan or scheme. It is further admitted of record that the plaintiff 
has secured from all owners of lots, in the particular subdivision con- 
taining the locus in quo, duly executed and acknowledged releases, waiv- 
ing all their rights, if any they have, to insist upon the alleged implied 
restriction, and consenting to the sale by the Stephens Company of the 
lot in controversy as well as other lots similarly situated. 

Notwithstanding these releases, the defendants contend that all the 
subdivisions of Myers Park are but component parts of a single develop- 
ment, and, therefore, should be considered as constituting but one entire 
whole or unity. We had occasion to deal with this question in Stephens 
Co. v. Homes Co., 181 N. C., 335, where it was held that each of these 
subdivisions was designed to be, and was in fact a separate, distinct, and 
integral subdivision. 

While these admissions would seem to take the case at bar out of the 
principles announced in the decisions above considered, and upon which 
the defendants rely, it may be well to examine some of the cases holding 
a contrary view. 
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In Bondurant v. Paducah & I. Ry. Co., 218 8. W. (Ky.), 257, the 
facts were that the West End Improvement Company, the owner of a 
large tract of land near Paducah, Ky., had platted the same into lots 
and streets. Lots were sold to the plaintiff and others by deeds contain- 
ing a restriction providing, among other things, that the property con- 
veyed should not “in any way become a nuisance to adjacent residents 
or damaging to adjacent property.” The plaintiff alleged that in sell- 
ing lots under such plat the West End Improvement Company had 
“adopted and used as a common system of regulation and improvement 
for residence-section purposes a series of covenant restiictions and con- 
ditions for the private benefit of each and all lots sold, as well as of each 
and all of the lots and lands therein still owned by suca company.” It 
did not appear that the deeds to the lots upon which the defendant had 
constructed its railroad contained any such provision as was contained 
in the deed to the lot of the plaintiff. In holding that a custom or 
system of restrictions could not form the basis of any action by one pur- 
chaser of lots against another to subject the property of the latter to such 
restrictions, where the deed to the latter contained none, the Court dis- 
posed of the proposition in the following manner: 

“Whatever may have been the custom or system of restrictions and 
conditions adopted by West End Improvement Company in selling lots 
cannot form a basis for an action against a subsequent owner of one or 
more of the lots in such addition, in the absence of an allegation and 
proof that such conditions were embodied in the conveyance under 
which the defendants hold title. The mere fact that the deed from the 
West End Improvement Company to Flournoy, under which appellant 
holds title, contains a restriction as to use of the lots thereby conveyed, 
could in no wise be binding upon others acquiring lots within such addi- 
tion, unless there was embodied in the deeds under which they hold title 
a similar restriction. It will be noticed, too, that it is not alleged that 
the West End Improvement Company made any agreement, or embodied 
in other conveyances, that it might make similar restrictions, but 
only that such was its custom. 

“It therefore seems clear to us that neither the petition nor the proof 
was sufficient to justify a recovery from appellee for a violation of any 
covenant restrictions, since neither the restrictions in appellant’s deed 
nor any other restrictions were alleged or proven to have been contained 
in any deed in appellee’s chain of title to the lots upon which it con- 
structed its railroad, or to have been binding in any way upon appellee.” 

In Farquharson v. Scoble, 177 Pac. (Cal.), 310, a suit was instituted 
in equity to enforce certain alleged building covenants, claimed to be 
provided for under a general building plan designed by the defendant, 
John Brickell Company, for the improvement, subdivision, and sale 
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of a certain tract of land situated in the city and county of San Fran- 
cisco, fronting on the Golden Gate and known as Seacliff. The facts are 
succinctly stated in the opinion as follows: 

“The substance of the allegations necessary for a discussion of the 
case is, first, that the Brickell Company adopted in the subdivision of 
the tract of land above referred to what courts have called a ‘general 
building plan,’ under which the parcels subdivided were to be used for 
high-class restricted residences. The complaint then alleges that in the 
formation of such plan an elaborate and detailed map was prepared by 
defendant showing the subdivision of the tract into lots, and that sales 
were made to plaintiff and others in accordance therewith and under the 
representation that all the subdivisions would be disposed of in con- 
formity with such map and subject to certain restrictive building cove- 
nants designed for the development of the tract as a whole and for the 
benefit of every purchaser in particular. It further alleges that the 
defendant John Brickell Company had sold to the defendant Thomas 
Scoble parcels of land contiguous to the lots owned by plaintiff not in 
accordance with the subdivision as contained on the map under which 
it had represented the land would be sold, and subject to restrictive 
building covenants relating to the location of residence building with 
respect to side-line boundaries less onerous than those imposed on the 
adjoining property of plaintiff.” 

In sustaining the demurrer to the ‘complaint, filed on the ground that 
no cause of action had been stated, and in holding that no implied cove- 
nant could be asserted against the land of the defendant, the Court’s 
conclusions were thus in part expressed : 

“In our opinion, the covenant here claimed cannot be implied from 
the mere making and filing of the map showing the different subdivi- 
sions, or by selling lots in conformity therewith. The right of an owner 
in such a case to dispose of the unsold portions of his lots singly or in 
bulk, or by subdivision into smaller parcels, is in no manner limited or 
impaired thereby. Herold v. Real Est. Co., 72 N. J. Eq., 857; 67 Atl., 
608; 14 L. R. A. (N. S.), 1067; 129 Am. St. Rep., 718; 16 Ann. Cazs., 
580. Of course, limiting and restrictive covenants, when valid, will be 
enforced; but when claimed courts will construe them strictly against 
the person seeking their enforcement, and when none are contemplated, 
they will not be created. In their absence a vendee cannot be held to 
a restrictive use of his property.” 

With reference to the second proposition considered by the Court, 
namely, whether the sale by the Brickell Company to the defendant 
Scoble could be restrained on account of the proposed deed containing 
restrictive building covenants less onerous or burdensome than those 
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imposed on other lots in the tract similarly located, the opinion of the 
Court continues: 

“Plaintiff claims that they should be in conformity with those estab- 
lished in his deeds. But even as to those, no uniformity is shown to 
exist, for the dimensions as to the easterly and westerly boundaries are 
not uniform. That no general scheme or plan in this particular was 
ever contemplated is further indicated by other pleaded facts. None 
are contained in the printed form of deed adopted by the company. 
In that instrument the provisions as to the dimensions of the side-line 
restrictions are left blank, presumably to be filled in when fixed and 
determined by the company when selling a particular lot. In addition 
thereto, it affirmatively appears by the allegations in the complaint that 
the side-line distances, even when established and adopted, were subject 
to change by agreement of contiguous or abutting owners. Under such 
circumstances the side-line restrictions could be entirely done away with. 
How, then, can it be said that such restrictions were in accordance with 
any general plan? We conclude there was none. 

“From what we have said we are of the opinion that the sale by the 
company of the lots to Scoble was not destructive of, or violative of, or 
inconsistent with, any general building plan adopted by the company.” 

It is to be noted here the Court based its conclusion that no general 
plan had been established upon the facts that no uniformity in the 
previous covenants had been shown to exist, since no general scheme 
or plan was contained in the form of deed adopted by the company and 
certain portions thereof were left blank, and since the side-line distances 
were subject to change by agreement of contiguous or abutting owners. 
In the case at bar, we have it conceded that no uniformity has been 
practiced by the Stephens Company in regard to the alleged restriction, 
touching the size and frontage of lots. 

In Herold v. Columbia Investment & Real Estate Co., 72 N. J. Eq., 
857, it was held that the platting of a tract of land into streets and lots 
of a certain size and the sale of lots according to the p.at did not per- 
force imply a covenant that the size of the remaining lots should not be 
changed, but that it was otherwise as to the streets. The essential facts 
were as follows: The owner of a tract of land, which it had laid out 
into certain lots and streets delineated upon a map of the property pre- 
pared under its direction and filed for recordation, sold some of the lots 
shown on the map to the complainant and others. Later another map 
was made and filed, upon which many of the lots delireated upon the 
original map, under which the complainant purchased, were divided into. 
smaller parcels. In addition, an alteration was made in the location 
and character of certain streets shown on the original map. 

The complainant insisted that these changes from the plan exhibited 
by the original map, if carried into effect, would materially interfere 
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with his enjoyment of his property, the reduction in the size of the lots 
by causing the erection thereon of buildings of small sizes and little 
value, and the alteration of the streets by destroying the quietude of his 
residence. All of this, he contended, would depreciate the value of his 
property. For these reasons, he sought to restrain the defendants from 
altering the streets and from selling any of the land contained in the 
tract, except by the lots as shown upon the original map. The com- 
plainant further sought to restrain the defendant from violating a so- 
called “neighborhood scheme,” which he alleged had been put in force 
and become operative throughout the whole tract delineated upon the 
map, and by the provisions of which but one building was permitted to 
be erected upon a single lot, and was required to be located at a given 
distance from the front, rear, and side-lines thereof. 

The Court held that the proof failed to show the existence of any 
alleged “neighborhood scheme,” and that it was, therefore, unnecessary 
to consider the question of whether the purchaser had a remedy in 
equity against the vendor, or to restrain him from selling the remainder 
of his lots free from such restrictions. 

As to the question with reference to the map, the Court said: “No 
such covenant is implied by the making of such a map and the sale of 
certain of the lots shown thereon; and the right of the owner to dispose 
of the unsold portion of his lots singly or in bulk, or by subdividing 
them into smaller parcels, and selling them in such parcels, is complete.” 

In regard to the attempt to alter and to narrow certain of the streets, 
delineated upon the original map, it was held that this was clearly an 
infringement of the rights of complainant, since it was reasonable to 
infer that the streets as shown induced the purchaser to buy portions of 
the tract laid out on the plan, and further, to imply a covenant that the 
streets should remain open, as appears from the following extract of 
the opinion: “The object of the principle is not to create public rights, 
but to secure to persons purchasing lots under such circumstances those 
benefits the promise of which it is reasonable to infer has induced them 
to buy portions of a tract laid out on the plan indicated.” 

To similar or like effect are the following decisions: Werner v. 
Graham, 188 Pac. (Col.), 945; Sprague v. Kumball, 100 N. E. (Mass.), 
622; Ham v. Massasoit Real Estate Co., 107 Atl. CR. 1.), 205; Rice 
v. Roberts, 24 Wis., 461; Newton v. City of Dunkirk, 106 N. Y. Supp., 
125; McCusker v. Goode, 185 Mass., 607. 

In the instant case, it appearing (1) that no general plan or uniform 
scheme has been adopted by the Stephens Company, which should be 
held to affect the entire development known as Myers Park, and (2) 
that releases have been secured from all owners of lots in block 45, the 
particular subdivision containing the locus in quo, we must conclude 
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that the title offered is valid and the plaintiff is entitlec. to a decree of 
specific performance. This was the holding of the court below, and we 
affirm the judgment. 
This disposition of the case renders it unnecessary for us to consider, 
at this time, the remaining exceptions relating to the statute of frauds. 
Affirmed. 





B. F. WOOLEY v. O. C. BRUTON. 
(Filed 29 November, 1922.) 


1. Trials——Motions—Nonsuit—Evidence—Statutes—Waiver. 


The introduction of evidence by the defendant upon the overruling of 
his motion at the conclusion of the plaintiff’s evidence, and his failure to 
renew his motion on all the evidence, is a waiver of his right under the 
statute, C. §., 567. 


2. Statutes — Marriage — Penaltics — License—Justices of the Peace— 
Ministers of the Gospel-—Contracts. 

C. S., 2498, requiring that a minister or officer shall not perform the 
marriage ceremony “until there is delivered to him a license for the mar- 
riage,” is in pursuance of a public policy and requires an actual and not a 
constructive delivery of the license to the officer or minister before he 
shall perform the ceremony, and a mailing of the license before the per- 
formance of the ceremony, though the officiating officer had been assured 
thereof by telephone from the register of deeds, is not such delivery as 
will protect the justice of the peace from the penalty imposed by C. §&., 
2499, 


Sracy, J., dissenting. 


8. Limitation of Actions—Marriage—License. 

A summons was issued to recover the penalty against a justice of the 
peace, C. 8., 2499, for performing the marriage ceremony without the 
delivery of the license therefor to him, C. 8., 2498, within less than a year 
from the time he had performed it: Held, the plea of the statute of 
limitations, C. S., 443 (2), could not be sustained. 

4, Appeal and Error—Objections and Exceptions—~-Briefs—Rule of Court. 


An exception not set out in appellant’s brief on appeal will be con- 
sidered as abandoned. Rule 84, 174 N. C., 887. 


ArpraL by defendant from Ray, J., at the April Term, 1922, of 
Montcomery. 

This action was begun before a justice of the peace against, the de 
fendant, a justice of the peace, for the recovery of the penalty of $200 
for performing a marriage ceremony “without first having a marriage 
license therefor delivered him as required by law.” Judgment having 
been rendered against the plaintiff, he appealed to the Superior Court, 
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where the action was tried de novo. The evidence showed that the 
defendant performed the marriage ceremony in question at Mount 
Gilead, in the county of Montgomery, on Saturday night, 22 January, 
1916, and the defendant testified that he received the marriage license 
in the mail from Troy on Sunday, the day after the ceremony was per- 
formed. This action was begun on 19 January, 1917. Verdict and 
judgment for plaintiff. Appeal by defendant. 


Bob V. Howell and Dockery & Wildes for plaintiff. 
R.T. Poole for defendant. 


Crarx, C. J. There were two issues submitted to the jury: (1) 
“Did the defendant unlawfully and without a license being first deliv- 
ered to him, as required by law, perform a marriage ceremony between 
Dock Wooley and Lucy Barringer?” (2) “Is the plaintiff’s right of 
action barred by the one-year statute of limitations governing the right 
to sue for penalty in such case?” The jury responded to the first issue 
“Yes,” and to the last issue “No.” 

The motion for nonsuit made at the close of plaintiff’s evidence was 
refused, but the motion was not renewed at the close of all the evidence. 
The motion for nonsuit at the conclusion of the plaintiff’s evidence was 
waived by the introduction of evidence by the defendant and the failure 
to renew motion on all the evidence. C. S., 567. Bordeaux v. KR. R., 
150 N. C., 530; Smith v. Pritchard, 173 N. C., 722. 

It appearing that the summons was issued on 17 January, 1917, and 
that the illegal act complained of was committed on 22 January, 1916, 
we see no pertinency in the plea of the statute of limitations, C. S., 
443 (2); and, indeed, the exception in that regard was abandoned, 
because not set out in the appellant’s brief. Rule 34 of this Court, 174 
N. C., 837. 

The only exception left to be considered is the instruction of the court 
to the jury that if they believed all the evidence in the case to answer 
the first issue “Yes.” 

©. S., 2499, provides: “Every minister or officer who marries any 
couple without license being first delivered to him as required by law 

shall forfeit and pay $200 to any person who sues therefor.” 

The defendant testified in his own behalf that one Harris came into 
his store late Saturday afternoon on 22 January, 1916, bringing Dock 
Wooley, whom he had arrested in Richmond County on a criminal 
charge; that said Dock Wooley wished to settle the matter, and he sug- 
gested that the best way was for Dock to marry the girl. Thereupon, 
he called up over the telephone O. P. Deaton, the register of deeds at 
Troy, the county-seat, related the circumstances, and Deaton told him 
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that he would issue the license, put it in the postoffice, and phone him, 
and that after the license had been issued and put into tle mail he could 
go ahead and perform the marriage ceremony. Later that afternoon 
the register of deeds phoned him that the license had been issued and 
stamped, and was already in the postofiice, perfectly all right, and to go 
ahead and marry the parties; that this was about 8 or 9 o’clock; that he 
then performed the marriage ceremony. He did not receive the license 
until the next morning, which was Sunday. 

C. 8., 2498, emphasizes the requirement that the license must be first 
delivered to the officer before the solemnization of the marriage: “No 
minister or officer shall perform a ceremony of marriage between any 
two persons, or shall declare them to be man and wife, until there is 
delivered to him a license for the marriage of the said persons, signed 
by the register of deeds of the county in which the marriage is intended 
to take place, or by his lawful deputy.” It is true that the marriage is 
not invalid because solemnized without a marriage license; Maggett 
v. Roberts, 112 N. C., 71; S. v. Parker, 106 N. C., 711; 8S. v. Robbuns, 
28 N. C., 23—or under an illegal license; Maggett v. Roberts, supra— 
but it 1s clear that both these sections of the statute require that the 
license shall be first delivered to the officer before the mzrriage is solem- 
nized, else under the latter statute he is liable to the penalty sued for 
in this action. 

The defendant relies npon the well settled principle of law that deliv- 
ery of goods by a vendor to a common carrier is delivery to the vendee. 
Hunter v. Randolph, 128 N. C., 92, and cases there cited. But that 
case rests upon the ground that the carrier is the agent of the vendee, to 
whom the possession passes from the vendor upon the delivery of the 
goods to the carrier, He also relies upon Lynch v. Johnson, 171 N. C., 
611, and cases there cited, which hold that where the holder of a legal 
title executes a good and sufficient deed to another for the latter’s inter- 
est in land and deposits the deed in the postoffice in an envelope properly 
addressed, by mailing the deed the grantor parts with his authority and 
control over it, and this passes the title in the property to his grantee. 
But these cases have no bearing upon the words of the statute, O. S., 
2498, which forbids any minister or officer to perform the ceremony of 
marriage “until there is delivered to him a license,” for such marriage; 
and C. S., 2499, which imposes this penalty of $200 if the minister or 
officer shall marry a couple “without license being first delivered to him 
as required by law.” 

These are matters of public policy, and the sections above referred to 
clearly require an actual and not a constructive delivery of the license 
before the officer shall perform the ceremony. It is needless for us to 
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speculate upon the motive of the Legislature in making this explicit 
requirement of the actual delivery of the license. It is sufficient to say 
“the law is so written.” 

It should not pass without some notice that this action, which was 
instituted in January, 1917, has just reached this Court for decision— 
a period of nearly 6 years, which argues, together with so many other 
cases coming up before us similarly delayed, that there is a congestion 
in the administration of justice which should be remedied. 

No error. 


Sracy, J., dissenting: The only point presented on this appeal is 
whether the defendant, a justice of the peace, performed the marriage 
ceremony in question “without a license being first delivered to him, as 
required by law.” C. S., 2499. It is said in the opinion of the Court 
that this means “an actual and not a constructive delivery of the license 
before the officer shall perform the ceremony”; and hence it necessarily 
excludes the delivery to another for the officer. I do not think the 
statute, as enacted by the Legislature, is quite so exacting. In the case 
at bar the defendant, by request, called up the local register of deeds over 
the telephone, acquainted him with the circumstances, and obtained 
from him a promise to issue the marriage certificate and to mail it direct 
to the defendant. This was in January, 1916, before the passage of 
Public Laws 1921, ch. 129, requiring health certificates, etc. Later, in a 
telephone conversation with the register of deeds, the justice of the 
peace was informed, and correctly so, that the license had been issued 
and properly mailed, and that it was “perfectly all right to go ahead 
and marry them.” Thereupon, the defendant performed the marriage 
ceremony. 

Both of the officers, with full knowledge of the facts, understood and 
considered this to be a sufficient delivery of the license, “as required by 
law.” It was the method mutually adopted for its delivery by the one 
and its receipt by the other. Unquestionably, what took place amounted 
to an issuance of the license. It was said in Coley v. Lewis, 91 N. C., 
21, that a marriage license was issued “when the instrument, complete 
in form, passes out of the register’s hands by his own act into the hands 
of another; and this, unaffected by directions as to terms for its subse- 
quent use.” To hike effect is the holding in Maggett v. Roberts, 112 
N. ©., 71. And it is a universal principle of law that a delivery by 
specific authorization to a designated agent or agency is a delivery to the 
principal. 18 C. J., 477; 1 Words and Phrases, 1279. The statute 
provides for such delivery as is “required by law,” and no more, The 
register of deeds, under the facts here disclosed, would not be permitted 
to say that he did not issue the license; and the justice of the peace 
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would not be heard to deny that he received it, or that it was delivered 
to him, prior to the marriage. “Delivery does not necessarily import 
an actual physical tradition of possession from one hand to another.” 
Ins. Co. v. Hall, 210 Mass., 332. 

It will be observed that neither the issuance of the certificate nor its 
delivery to the officiating officer is a prerequisite to the validity of the 
marriage. Maggeti v. Roberts, supra. It is the status of the contract- 
ing parties that the State or society is primarily interested in, and not 
so much the manner and form of the “delivery” and return of the license. 
Can it be said that an officer who performs a marriage ceremony with- 
out first actually and physically having in his hands the marriage cer- 
tificate, when, at his request, it has been duly delivered to and received 
by another for him, would be subject to the statutory penalty, and, 
therefore, guilty of a crime? I think not. 





P. M. KING, ADMINISTRATOR, v. NORTH CAROLINA RAILEOAD COMPANY. 
(Filed 29 November, 1922.) 


1. Courts—Jurisdiction—Judgments. 


The Superior Court is one of general jurisdiction, and reasonable in- 
tendment is presumed in favor of the validity of its judgments, which 
may not be impeached collaterally except for lack of jurisdiction of the 
cause or the parties, apparent on the face of the record; and in case 
jurisdiction has attached, the binding force and conclusions of such judg- 
ments is not impaired because it had been erroneously allowed, though the 
error may be undoubted and apparent on the face of the record. 


2. Same. 


Generally, jurisdiction is the power lawfully conferrel] upon a court to 
deal with the general subject involved in the litigation, and the subject- 
matter exists whenever the court has jurisdiction of the class of cases 
and the parties to which the particular case belongs. 


8. Same—Pleadings—Evidence—Actions—Defenses—Government—Rail- 
roads. 


The effect of the acts of Congress and the orders made by the United 
States Government in pursuance thereof, regarding actions at law and 
suits in equity against railroads, including death or injury to persons, etc., 
while such carriers were in possession, use, and control or operation of 
the United States Government, under the Director General of Railroads, 
etc., was not to create any question as to the jurisdiction of the State 
courts in matters theretofore cognizable by them, but only to afford 
immunity from suit when properly pleaded by the carriers and insisted 
on and maintained according to the course and practice of the courts. 
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4, Same—Appeal and Error—Final Judgments. 


Where, during the control by the United States of railroads, a railroad 
subject thereto has permitted a judgment to be rendered against it with- 
out availing itself of the defense from liability under the Federal statutes 
and the Government orders made in pursuance thereof, and a final judg- 
ment fixing liability upon the railroad has been rendered, notice of appeal 
to the Supreme Court given, but not perfected, the judgment ‘so rendered 
is not void for the lack of jurisdiction in our courts, and may not be 
declared void in an action brought to enforce it after the railroad has 
been returned by the Government to private control. 


8 Same—~Execution—Federal Statutes. 


The effect of the inhibition that no execution shall issue against the 
property of a carrier that had been under Federal control, etc., provided 
by the Federal act restoring such railroad to private ownership, does not 
arise for interpretation before such execution is sought to be levied; but 
the question is considered on this appeal, the answer containing averment 
that the plaintiff is wrongfully seeking in the present suit to avoid the 
force and effect of the statutory provision; and sembdle, it would be lawful 
for the execution to issue on the defendant’s property under a proper 
judgment. 


6. Same. 


The effect of the Federal statute terminating the control of railroads 
by the United States Government, 41 Statutes at Large, ch. 91, sec. 200, 
by correct interpretation, is to apply its provisions to judgments provided 
by the act, or, at most, to those and other judgments for such causes of 
action which had been permitted and obtained against the Director Gen- 
eral under other and cognate legislation; and the effect of sec. 10, ch. 25, 
Federal Statutes of 1918 (40 Statutes at Large, p. 456), was to protect 
the properties taken over from physical interference by execution, under 
judgment by creditors or third parties, as a necessary inhibition to the 
efficient user of the roads by the Government in the successful prosecution 
of the war, and from its terms and purpose would cease when such neces- 
sity no longer existed, and the Government contro] had lawfully termi- 
nated. 


7. Same—Multiplicity of Suits——-State Statutes. 


The defendant railroad, as lessor of the Southern Railroad Company, 
was sued in the Superior Court for damages for the alleged negligent 
killing by its lessee road of the plaintiff’s intestate, during the United 
States Government control of railroads, including the lessee, as a war 
measure, and without interposing a defense under the Federal statutes 
and orders of the United States Government, a judgment final was 
obtained against the defendant in due course and practice of the courts. 
After the railroad’s properties were restored to private ownership under 
the Federal statutes, the plaintiff brought his action upon the judgment 
theretofore rendered: Held, his second action may be prosecuted. C. S., 


437-601. 


Apprat by defendant from Long, J., at the April Term, 1922, of 
GUILFORD. 
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Civil action to recover on a judgment in favor of plaintiff against 
defendant road for $2,500 damages for negligent killing of plaintiff’s 
intestate by defendant’s lessee, the Southern Railway Company, heard 
on demurrer to the answer of defendant. 

From the facts as presented in the pleadings, it appears that on 
38 February, 1920, plaintifi’s intestate was killed by negligence of 
Southern Railroad, its employees and agents while holding the defend- 
ant’s railroad under a lease of defendant company, and operating same 
under and by virtue of defendant’s franchise. That plaintiff having 
duly qualified as administrator of deceased, instituted his action against 
defendant for said alleged negligent killing, and filed his complaint 
therein, setting forth the occurrence in detail and the facts tending to 
impute liability therefor to defendant. Defendant answered, denying 
any negligence on the part of its lessee as proximate cause of intestate’s 
death, and alleging further that at the time of said killing defendant’s 
road was not in possession of or being operated by its lessee, but was 
under the control and management of the Government of the United 
States, through the Director General, etc., and pursuant to the Federal 
legislation appertaining to the subject and the administrative orders 
made under and by virtue of same. 

On these averments the cause was submitted to the jury at March 
Term, 1921, of said court, and verdict rendered on the following issues: 

“1, Was plaintiff’s intestate killed by the negligence oi defendant, as 
alleged in the complaint? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“2. What damages, if any, is plaintiff entitled to recover? Answer: 
‘$2,500,’ ” 

Judgment on the verdict for plaintiff. Defendant excepted and 
prayed an appeal, which was never perfected or further prosecuted. 
That said judgment not having been paid, plaintiff instituted the present 
action to March Term, 1922, and filed complaint therein, averring the 
existence of said judgment, that same remains wholly wipaid, and de 
manding judgment for the $2,500, and interest. To this complaint 
defendant answered admitting the recovery and existence? of the judg- 
ment sued on, but alleged that same was not a valid or binding judgment 
because it was obtained for the wrongful death of intestate caused by the 
negligence of the employees and agents of the Government of the United 
States while the properties of defendant were being operated and con- 
trolled by the Director General of Railroads under and by virtue of the 
acts of Congress and the orders of the President of the United States, 
and for that reason said judgment is illegal and void. Defendant 
alleged further, in effect, that this alleged negligent killing took place 
wher. its road and all equipment, ete., was in control and charge of the 
Government under the acts of Congress and orders aforesaid, and at a 
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time when one of the agents and employees, etc., of defendant or its 
lessees were engaged in operating said road or in any way responsible 
for said death, and to hold it lable for such an injury under such cir- 
cumstances would be to take defendant’s property without due process 
of law, ete. And in supplemental answer, filed by leave of court, alleged 
further that the present action on the judgment in behalf of defendant 
was in the endeavor to evade in some way the provision contained in 
the act of Congress known as the Transportation Act of 1920, sec. 206 
(g), in terms as follows: 


“No execution or process, other than on a judgment recovered by the 
United States against a carrier, shall be levied upon the property of 
any carrier where the cause of action on account of which the judgment 
was obtained grew out of the possession, use, control, or operation of 
any railroad or system of transportation by the President under Federal 
control.” 

And defendant pleads further provisions of said Transportation Act 
in bar of recovery on the judgment. 

To which said answer plaintiff files demurrer in terms as follows: 
“Comes now the plaintiff and demurs to the answer of defendant herein, 
upon the ground that the matters and things alleged in said answer were 
set up, or might have been set up, in the defense in the original action, 
and this judgment sued upon is res adjudicata as to all such matters; 
also plaintiff moves for judgment upon the pleadings.” 


There was judgment sustaining demurrer in terms as follows: “This 
cause coming on to be heard upon plaintiff’s demurrer to the answer of 
defendant, it is now considered and adjudged by the court that said 
demurrer be and the same is hereby sustained, It is further considered 
and adjudged by the court that the plaintiff have and recover of defend- 
ant $2,500, with interest thereon from 21 March, 1921, and the further 
sum of $95.65, with interest from same date, and the cost of this action 
to be taxed.” 

Defendant excepted and appealed. 


W.P. Bynum and R. C. Strudwick for plaintiff. 
Wilson & Frazier for defendant. 


Hoxs, J. It appears from an inspection of the record that plaintiff 
holds a judgment of the Superior Court against defendant for $2,500 
damages, and costs, purporting to be a final determination of the rights 
of these litigants, unchallenged by appeal or other procedure in the 
cause wherein the same was entered. The court being with us one of 
general jurisdiction, every reasonable intendment is presumed in favor 
of the validity of its judgment and the same may not be impeached 
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collaterally except for lack of jurisdiction of the cause or the parties, 
apparent on the face of the record. Caviness v. Hunt, 180 N. C., 384; 
Stocks v. Stocks, 179 N. C., 288; Moore v. Packer, 174 N. C., 665, 
Settle v. Settle, 141 N. C., 553-573; Carter v. Rountree, 109 N. C., 29; 
Doyle v. Brown, 72 N. C., 8938; Harvey v. Tyler, 69 U. S., 828-348, 
11 Cye., p. 691. 

And in case jurisdiction has attached, the binding force and conclu- 
siveness of such judgment is in no way impaired because the same has 
been erroneously allowed, though the error may be undoubted and 
apparent on the face of the record. McNitt v. Turner, 83 U.S., 352- 
366; Cooper v. Reynolds, 77 U. S., at p. 316; Grignon’s Lessee v. Astor 
et al., 2 Howard U. S., 319 and 340; Weeks v. McPhail, 128 N. C., 
130; Carter v. Rountree, 109 N. C., supra; Stillman v. Williams, 91 
N. C., 483-486; McKee v. Angel, 90 N. C., 60; Jennings v. Stafford, 
23 N. C., 404; Franklin Union No. 4 v. People, 220 Ill, 355. 

In McNutt v. Turner, supra, at p. 366, the correct principle is stated 
as follows: “It is an axiomatic proposition that when jurisdiction 
has attached, whatever errors may subsequently occur in its exercise, the 
proceeding being coram judice, can be impeached collaterally only for 
fraud. In all other respects it is as conclusive as if it were irreversible 
in a proceeding for error. The order of sale before us is within this 
rule. Grignon’s Lessee v. Astor et al., supra, was, like this, a case of a 
sale by an administrator. In that case this Court said: ‘The pur- 
chaser under it 1s not bound to look beyond the decree. If there is 
error in it of the most palpable kind, if the court which rendered it have, 
in the exercise of jurisdiction, disregarded, misconstrued, or disobeyed 
the plain provisions of the law which gave them the power to hear and 
determine the case before them, the title of the purchaser is as much 
protected as if the adjudication would stand the test of a writ of error; 
and so where an appeal is given, but not taken, in the time allowed by 
law.’ PP 

And in Stillman v. Williams, 91 N. C., supra, at p. 486, Merrimon, J., 
delivering the opinion, said: “Although a judgment be irregular or 
erroneous, yet if the court granting it had jurisdictioa of the parties 
and the subject-matter, it cannot be attacked collaterally for such irregu- 
larity or error.” 

We do not understand that appellant desires to question the general 
principles to which we have referred, but it is insisted that there is a 
lack of jurisdiction of the subject-matter in case of the judgment here 
sued on by reason of the acts of Congress and executive and administra- 
tive orders pursuant thereto, by which this and other roads in conti- 
nental United States were taken over by the Government as a necessary 
step in the successful prosecution of the recent war, and particularly 
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by reason of General Order No. 50, in which the Director General in 
charge and control of the roads under these legislative and executive 
orders, provided, among other things: “That actions at law, suits in 
equity, and proceedings in admiralty hereafter brought in any court 
based on contracts binding upon the Director General of Railroads, 
claims for death or injury to the person or for loss or damage to prop- 
erty arising since 31 December, 1917, and growing out of the possession, 
use, and control or operation of any railroad or system of transportation 
by the Director General of Railroads, which action, suit, or proceedings 
but for Federal control might have been brought against the carrier 
company shall be brought against William G. McAdoo, Director General 
of Railroads, and not otherwise, etc. 

“Second, pleadings in all such actions at law, etc., now pending 
against the carrier company for a cause of action arising since 31 De- 
cember, 1917, based upon a cause of action arising out of the operation, 
etc., may on application be amended by substituting the Director Gen- 
eral for the carrier company as party defendant and dismissing the 
carrier.” 

Speaking in general terms, jurisdiction has been defined as the power 
“lawfully conferred upon a court to deal with the general subject in- 
volved in the litigation,” and as to the subject-matter is said to exist 
wherever the court has jurisdiction of the class of cases to which the 
particular case belongs. Cooper v. Reynolds, 77 U.S., 308-316; O’Brien 
v. The People, 216 Ill., 354; St. Lows, etc., R. R. Co. v. Lowdes, 138 
Mo., 5383; 7 Enc. Supreme Court Reports, p. 738. 

As heretofore stated, our Superior Courts are courts of general juris- 
diction, having power, original or appellate, to hear and determine all 
criminal causes and all civil causes in law or equity arising and existent 
within the State. Rhyne v. Inpscombe, 122 N. C., 650. And while 
these orders, when made pursuant to legislation by Congress on the 
subject presented, have been fully sustained and approved as controlling 
on the rights of the parties when and to the extent that the same prop- 
erly apply (Missouri Pacific v. Ault, 256 U. S., 554; Northern Pactfic 
R. R. v. North Dakota, 250 U. S., 1385), they do not, in our opinion, 
create or present here any jurisdictional question, but were only in- 
tended to afford immunity from suit when properly pleaded by the 
carriers and insisted on and maintained according to the course and 
practice of the court. 

This order, No. 50, upon which appellant chiefly relies, clearly and 
in express terms contemplates that as a matter of jurisdiction the court 
may proceed to hear and determine the cause. A perusal of the Federal 
Control Acts will disclose that there were suits that could still be main- 
tained against the carrier notwithstanding Federal control, and prose- 
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cuted to the rendition of the judgment. Again, the President is author- 
ized from time to time by order or contract to withdraw certain roads, 
or portions of roads, from the effect and operation of such control, 40 
Statutes at Large, ch. 25, sec. 14, and the Court of necessity must 
determine whether a given action before it comes within the effect and 
operation of the order in question, and this of itself would recognize 
jurisdictional power to deal with the controversy. ‘This view finds 
support, we think, in Mo. Pacific R. Rh. v. Ault, supra, wherein Associate 
Justice Brandes, for the Court, in an opinion upholding the validity 
of order No. 50, and denying liability of the company for actions of 
this character refers to the fact that the immunity had been “season- 
ably claimed.” And again, in the opinion, the cond:tions presented 
are likened to the case of a corporation in the hands of a receiver, where 
it 18 well understood that the appointment of a receiver does not have the 
effect at all of dissolving the corporation, and that the judgment of a 
court of competent jurisdiction obtained against the company will con- 
clude both the corporation and the receiver, unless and until the same 
is set aside by motion in the cause or other direct proceedings. Pringer 
v. Woolworth, 90 N. Y., 502; Beach on Receivers, ser. 468. And it 
may be noted that in the recent cases of Supreme Court of the United 
States on this subject, wherein liability of the company was denied for 
injuries arising under and by reason of Federal control of the roads, 
Ault v. BR. &., 256 U.S., 554; Western Umion v. Boston, 256 U. S., 662; 
N.C. R. RB. v. Lee, Admr., the immunity from liability was seasonably 
pled and was being insisted on and maintained according to course and 
practice of the Court, and in none of them so far as examined was 
there a suggestion of a want of jurisdiction in the Court to hear and 
determine the cause. 

It is further contended that plaintiffs may not be allowed to further 
prosecute this suit because of the act of Congress terminating Federal 
control, 41 Statutes at Large, part 1, ch. 91, and which contains, among 
others, in sec. 206 (g), the provision that “No execution or process 
other than a judgment recovered by the United States shall be levied 
upon the property of any carrier where the cause of action on account 
of which the judgment was obtained grew out of the possession, use, 
control, or operation of the railroad or system of transportation by the 
President under Federal control, etc.” 

It might suffice to say in answer to this position that plaintiff thus 
far has not undertaken to levy any process or execut:on against the 
property of the defendant road, and his proceeding, therefore, does not 
come within the litera] terms of the provision on which he here relies, 
but inasmuch as the answer contains averment that plaintiff is wrong- 
fully seeking in this present suit to avoid the force and effect of the 
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statutory provision just quoted, we consider it pertinent to say that in 
our opinion the judgment sued on does not come within the inhibition 
as stated. 

There are two of these inhibitions appearing in the Federal legisla- 
tion on this subject, the first in ch. 25, sec. 10, Laws of 1918, 40 Statutes 
at Large, p. 456. This section, after providing in effect that carriers 
while under Federal control were subject to all laws and liabilities of 
carriers, and that actions might be brought against them and judgments 
recovered “as now provided by law,” closes with the provision: “But 
no process, mesne or final, shall be levied against any property under 
such Federal control.” 

This provision was clearly inserted to protect the properties taken 
over from physical interference at the instance of creditors or third 
persons, and as necessary to the efficient user of the roads by the Govern- 
ment in the successful prosecution of the war, and from its terms and 
purpose would cease when such necessity no longer existed and the 
governmental control had lawfully terminated. 

The second inhibition, which is here pleaded and relied upon by 
defendant, appears in the statute referred to terminating governmental 
control of the roads, 41 Statutes at Large, ch. 91. That statute, after 
providing, in sec. 200, that “On and after 1 March, 1920, the President 
shall relinquish the possession and control of the railroads taken over 
by the Government, and cease the use and operation thereof,” in see. 
206, clause A, provides in effect that actions at law, suits in equity, and 
proceedings in admiralty based on causes of action growing out of Fed- 
eral control, may be brought against an agent to be appointed by the 
President with the limitation that such suits, etc., should be brought not 
later than two years from the passage of the act. Clause B directs that 
process in these actions may be served on any agent or officer of the 
carrier or on some officer or agent to be designated by the President. 
Clause C provides for prosecution of claims for reparation to the carrier 
before the Interstate Commerce Commission by reason of any unreason- 
able or unjust rates, etc., enforced to the carrier’s prejudice during such 
Federal control. Clause D, that actions, suits, proceedings and repara- 
tions above described, pending at the termination of Federal control, 
may be prosecuted to final judgment by substituting the agent desig- 
nated by the President as party. Clause E provides for payment of 
such judgment out of the revolving fund created by the act. Clause G, 
heretofore quoted, prohibits the levy of execution or other process 
against the property of the carrier when the cause of action, etc., grew 
out of possession and control of the roads by the President. 

From a perusal of these sections of the act, and a proper consideration 
of its terms and purpose, we are of opinion that this second inhibition 
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applies, and was intended to apply to the judgments provided for by 
the act itself, or, at most, to these and other judgments for such causes 
of action which had been permitted and obtained agairst the Director 
General under other and cognate Federal legislation. The first inhibi- 
tion, as stated, being to protect the roads from physical interference by 
third persons, creditors, or other, while in possession and control of the 
Government, and the second to protect the carriers in the possession 
and control of their own roads from physical interference by reason of 
any actions or judgments provided for and allowed by tae Government, 
but this legislation, in our view, was never intended to protect the car- 
riers from judgments in independent suits by claimants where they have 
failed to plead or properly insist on the immunity from liability which 
had been provided for their protection. The Government has made 
provision by its legislation to protect the carriers from molestation by 
reason of any judgments it has authorized and provided for, but it has 
not undertaken, as guardian ad litem, to avoid or destroy the force and 
effect of independent judgments against which the carrier has neglected 
or failed to interpose his proper defenses. 

Plaintiff, then, holding a final judgment of a court of competent 
jurisdiction for $2,500, unpaid and unchallenged by appeal or any direct 
proceedings, is entitled to sue on the same, regardless of his right to 
issue execution thereon, the protection in this jurisdiction against per- 
sistent and harassing litigation of this character being a statutory provi- 
sion that no such action shall be instituted more than once. C. S., 437- 
601; 2d Black on Judgments, sec. 958; 23 Cyc., 1502. On the entire 
record we are of opinion that his Honor made correct decision in sus- 
taining plaintiff’s demurrer to the answer, and his judgment to that 
effect is 

Affirmed. 





C. L. BAILEY, Truster, v. T. R. HASSELL Et At. 
(Filed 22 November, 1922.) 


1. Corporations—Deeds and Conveyances—Seal—Statutes. 


While it is required for the sufficiency of the deed of a corporation to 
convey its lands that the corporate seal should be affixed to the instru- 
ment, any device used for the corporate seal will be sufficient, provided it 
was intended for and used as the seal of the corporation, and had been 
adopted by proper action of the corporation for that purpose. C. S., 
1126 (3). 
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2. Same—Adoption of Seal. 


The simple word “seal,” with a scroll adopted as the seal of a corpora- 
tion and used by it on a deed to its lands according to resolutions of the 
stockholders and directors thereof at separate meetings held for the pur- 
pose, when all were present, is sufficient. C. S., 1126 (8). 


8. Corporations — Deeds and Conveyances—-Probate—Statutes—Validat- 
ing Acts. 

It is not necessary to the valid probate of a deed made by a corporation 
that it literally follow the statutory printed forms, C. S., 3826, if it sub- 
stantially complies with the law regulating the probate of a conveyance 
of land; and where the probate shows the acknowledgment of the presi- 
dent and secretary, each acting in his official capacity, or as representing 
the corporation, who is designated as “the grantor, for the purpose therein 
expressed,” it is sufficient; and the finding of the jury, upon evidence, 
that these officials were properly authorized to act for and in behalf of 
the corporation, and had so acted; and had used the word “seal” enclosed 
in scroll, that had been lawfully adopted for the purpose, makes it a valid 
execution and probate of the deed as an act of the corporation itself; and 
were it otherwise, the defects as to the “seal” seem to be cured under the 
provisions of C. S8., 3854, and as to signatures of the officials by C. S., 
8855. 


4, Corporations—‘‘Seal’’——-Probate—Statutes-——Presumption. 


Where a conveyance of land purports upon its face to be the act of a 
corporation, and the word “seal’’ with a scroll has been used thereon, it 
is competent to show that the corporation had adopted for the purpose 
the word “seal’’ with a scroll in the place of the corporate stamp seal, 
which had been broken and could not be used; and that the officials signed 
as such were thereto authorized by the directors and stockholders of the 
corporation, although the statutory form of the probate, C. S., 3326, had 
not been strictly, though substantially, followed, the presumption being 
that the officer taking the probate had complied with the requirements 
of the law as to corporate probate. 


5. Same—Equity—Correction of Instrument. 

Semble, the power of courts of equity to correct, reform, and reéxecute 
an instrument upon sufficient allegation and proof extends to the probate 
of corporate deeds, when it thereon appears that the president and secre- 
tary have executed it in behalf of the corporation in substantial com- 
pliance with the printed form of the statute. C. S., 3326. 


6. Corporations—Seals—Probate-——Parol Evidence—Appeal and Error. 
Parol evidence of the action of the stockholders and directors of a 
corporation in adopting the word “seal” in a scroll as its corporate seal 
and authorizing the conveyance of its lands by its president and secretary 
is admissible, when it is made to appear that there were no minutes kept 
of the meeting at which this action was taken, and the finding of the trial 
judge thereon is conclusive, on appeal, if there was evidence to support it. 


7. Evidence — Deeds and Conveyances —- Probate — Parol Evidence — 
Written Instruments. 

Where the probate of a corporation’s deed for land is in substantial 

compliance with the statutory form, C. S., 3326, parol evidence is compe- 
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tent, in an action attacking its validity, that tends to corroborate the 
recitations of the probate, and to further show that the president and 
secretary had proper authority to act therein on its behalf. 


AppraL by plaintiff from Daniels, J., at the July Term, 1922, of 
W ASHINGTON. 

On or about 21 March, 1915, the Farmers Union Supply Company, a 
corporation, executed to T. J. Basnight a certain mortgage deed, re 
corded in Book 67, page 165, to secure the payment of money borrowed 
by it for the purpose of purchasing a lot and erecting a building thereon 
in which to conduct its business, it being the same property described 
in said mortgage. Sometime thereafter T. J. Basnigkt died and H. S. 
Basnight qualified as his administrator and made demand upon the 
supply company for payment of this mortgage in order to settle his 
estate. The supply company, being unable to make payment, procured 
B. F. Bailey to take this instrument up for it. 

Later on, Mr. Bailey, he being the father of the plaintiff in this 
action, sold and assigned the said mortgage, with the indebtedness 
thereby secured, to the Bank of Roper, which paid him full value there- 
for. It appears from the record that no part of this indebtedness has 
been paid. Some time after he had transferred and assigned the mort- 
gage, H. S. Basnight attempted to cancel the same of record, without 
the knowledge or consent of the holder of the note it secured. 

On 31 December, 1918, the Farmers Union Supply Company, being 
desirous of acquiring title to the other half of the building, same being 
owned by J. O. Highsmith, borrowed from the Bank of Roper the sum 
of $5,750 and secured the loan by a deed of trust on the property, duly 
registered. It is admitted that the Bank of Roper advanced the full 
amount represented by this loan and deed of trust to the supply com- 
pany, and that the latter used the same in purchasing the other half of 
the building from Highsmith. 

It also appears that this loan and deed of trust were authorized by 
the stockholders and directors of the supply company. No part of this 
indebtedness has ever been paid. 

On 14 January, 1921, the Farmers Union Supply Company borrowed 
from the Bank of Roper the sum of $4,800 for the purpose of taking up 
certain notes to a bank in Elizabeth City, and for the other purposes of 
its business. To secure this amount it executed to Hassell, trustee, the 
deed of trust recorded in Book 74, page 178. It is admitted that the 
Bank of Roper advanced the full amount shown in this deed of trust to 
the supply company, and that no part of the same has ever been repaid. 
It also appears that this loan and deed of trust were authorized by the 
stockholders and directors of the supply company. 
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It also appears that some time prior to the execution of the two last 
deeds of trust, the corporate seal of the Farmers Union Supply Company 
bad been broken or misplaced, and that the stockholders and directors 
of the company, in a duly constituted meeting, had adopted the form 
of seal as it appears on said instrument as the corporate seal of the 
company. There was also evidence that the stockholders and directors 
of the supply company authorized and directed the execution of valid 
deeds of trust to secure the Bank of Roper, and that the president and 
secretary of the supply company, pursuant to resolutions to that effect, 
appeared before the notary taking the probates of the said instruments 
and acknowledged the execution of the same to be the acts and deeds of 
the Farmers Union Supply Company. 

Some time after the execution of the said instruments, the Farmers 
Union Supply Company was adjudicated a bankrupt, and the plaintiff 
was appointed trustee of the estate. The Bank of Roper has also been 
adjudged insolvent by decree of the Superior Court of Washington 
County, and the defendant Litchfield has been appointed receiver of the 
said bank with power and authority to wind up its affairs and distribute 
the assets as appears from the record. 

Plaintiff’s only attack upon the Basnight mortgage, as appears, is 
that it was canceled of record, and this was the only issue with reference 
to that mortgage. Plaintiff attacks the two deeds of trust to Hassell, 
trustee, upon two grounds: 

1. That the corporate seal of the Farmers Union Supply Company 
was not affixed to the said deeds. 

2. That the deeds were not properly probated. 

The jury returned the following verdict: 

“1, Were the deeds of trust from the Farmers Union Supply Com- 
pany to T. R. Hassell, trustee, offered in evidence, executed in pur- 
suance of resolutions of the Farmers Union Supply Company authoriz- 
ing the execution of the same? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“2. Prior to the execution of the said deeds of trust aforesaid, had 
the word “seal” appearing upon said instruments been adopted as the 
corporate seal of the Farmers Union Supply Company pursuant to 
resolutions of its stockholders and directors in a meeting duly called and 
held for that purpose? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“3. Were the said deeds of trust acknowledged by the president and 
secretary and treasurer in the form appearing upon said deeds of trust 
offered in evidence, in pursuance of the said resolutions of the stock- 
holders and directors, and did the said president and secretary and 
treasurer appear before a notary public and acknowledge the execution 
of the said deeds as the act and deed of the said Farmers Union Supply 
Company? (Plaintiff excepts to the submission of this issue.) An- 
swer : ‘Yes.’ 
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“4, Were the amounts represented by the deeds of trust aforesaid 
actually received by the Farmers Union Supply Company and used by 
it in the purchase of the property therein described and in carrying on 
the business of the company? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“5. Was the cancellation of the mortgage from the Farmers Union 
Supply Company to T. J. Basnight unauthorized, es alleged in the 
answer? Answer: ‘Yes.’ ” 

The court rendered judgment upon the verdict, declaring therein that 
the mortgage and deeds of trust were validly executec. by the Farmers 
Union Supply Company, and valid debts secured thereby, and were 
binding upon it as its subsisting obligations. The court further pro- 
vided for a sale of the lands described in said deeds, and appointed a 
commissioner for that purpose, and then gave specific directions as to 
the payment of the debts and costs. Plaintiff excepted and appealed. 


Zeb Vance Norman for plaintiff. 
W. L. Whitley and Van B. Martin for defendants. 


Waker, J. We will consider the questions in the same order as they 
are presented in the record. 

It may be taken as settled that a corporation mav adopt, alter, or 
change a common seal at its pleasure. ©. S., 1126, subsec. 3. “The 
power to have a common seal, and to alter or renew the same at will, is 
frequently conferred on corporations by statute, but such a power is one 
of the incidental and implied powers of every corporation when not 
expressly conferred.” 14 C. J., sec. 404, p. 834; 7 A. & E. (2 ed.), 
p. 690 et seqg.; Railway Co. v. Hooper, 160 U. S., 514. 

In this State a corporation must convey its real property by instru- 
ment under seal, the same as an individual, but this dces not necessarily 
mean that it must be done by attaching the ordinary common seal of 
the corporation. Any device used on the instrument, as and for the 
seal of the corporation, would be sufficient for that purpose, provided 
it was intended for and used as the seal of the corporation. “If a seal 
is necessary to a corporate contract, and authority is shown for the 
corporation to attach its seal thereto, 1t is by no means indispensable 
that use should be made of the ordinary common seal of the corporation. 
Any other seal would have the same effect, if adopted by the corporation, 
and this is ordinarily established by showing authority to execute a 
contract on behalf of the company under seal, and the fact of attaching 
some seal to the name of the corporation with intent to seal on its 
behalf.” 7 A. & E. (2 ed.), p. 692 (citing numerous authorities from 
State and Federal courts, including the United States Supreme Court); 
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Taylor v. Heggie, 83 N. C., 244; 14 C. J., p. 83836; Womack on Corpora- 
tions (1904), p. 208, sec. 403; Benbow v. Cook, 115 N. C., 324. 

There was evidence that all of the instruments in question were duly 
authorized by the stockholders and directors of the Farmers Union 
Supply Company, and that the stockholders and directors were present 
at these meetings. It further appears in the evidence that, prior to the 
execution of the deeds of trust to Hassell, trustee, the corporate seal of 
the Farmers Union Supply Company had been broken or misplaced, and 
that the stockholders and directors of the Farmers Union Supply Com- 
pany had duly adopted the word “Seal” as the corporate seal of the said 
company, and that it was so used on the instruments in question. It 
appears from the testimony of the witness J. E. Singleton that all 
directors were present when this was done. Therefore, assuming this to 
be the fact, and the verdict of the jury has established the same, then 
the seal on the instruments in question is the corporate seal of the 
Farmers Union Supply Company. It appears from a perusal of the 
instruments in question that they are made for and in the name of the 
Farmers Union Supply Company, and it also appears from the attesta- 
tion clause that they are executed for and in behalf of the Farmers 
Union Supply Company. 

Plaintiff attacks the probates of the two deeds of trust to Hassell, 
trustee, contending that the same are not sufficient to authorize registra- 
tion of the same. These probates appear in the record, and are sub- 
stantially as follows: “The execution of the foregoing instrument was 
this day acknowledged before me by J. E. Singleton, president, and 
George B. Hooker, secretary-treasurer of the Farmers Union Supply 
Company, Inc., the grantor, for the purpose therein expressed. Let the 
same, with this certificate, be registered.” 

Then follows the signature and official seal of the notary and the fiat 
of the clerk of the Superior Court adjudging the probates to be correct 
and sufficient, and ordering the instruments to registration. 

Plaintiff says that the probates do not follow the printed forms of 
probate as laid down in the Consolidated Statutes, and, therefore, that 
the same are invalid. But we are not able to concur in this view. The 
statute itself, section 3326, says, in part, “but (the same) shall not 
exclude other forms of probate which would be sufficient in law.” It 
clearly appears from the probates of these instruments that the proper 
officials of the Farmers Union Supply Company, to wit, the president 
and secretary-treasurer, personally appeared before the notary and ac- 
knowledged the execution of the instruments as the acts and deeds of the 
Farmers Union Supply Company, and not as their personal act. Not 
only do the probates show this fact, but there is abundant evidence in 
the record to establish the same, and the jury have so found by their 
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answer to the third issue. What more could be required? Are the 
instruments to be adjudged void merely because the notary failed to 
incorporate full findings in the probates? Are the instruments to be 
adjudged void merely because the probates are deficieat in matters of 
form and not of substance? The acts of the notaries in taking the 
probates in question were judicial acts. “Omnia praesumuntur rite esse 
acta.” At least, it appears from the probates themselves that the proper 
officers of the corporation appeared before the notaries and acknowl- 
edged the instruments to be the acts and deeds of the grantor, the Farm- 
ers Union Supply Company. Plaintiff has offered no evidence whatever 
tending to impeach the probates upon the ground of fraud, or for other 
valid reason, and they are, at least, in substantial compliance with the 
law. Starke v. Etheridge, 71 N. C., 240; Quinnerly v. Quinmerly, 114 
N.C., 145; Heath v. Cotton Mills, 115 N. C., 202; Cochran v. Improve- 
ment Co., 127 N. C., 386; Brown v. Hutchinson, 155 N. C., 210; Spruce 
Co. v. Hunmcutt, 166 N. C., 202; Moore v. Quickle, 159 N. C., 129; 
Power Corp. v. Power Co., 168 N. C., 219, and authorities cited; 1 
C. J., sec. 192, p. 849. 

The Court says, in Withrell v. Murphy, 154 N. C., 89, this being the 
case upon which the plaintiff principally relied: “It must appear, 
when read in connection with the deed, that the person making the 
acknowledgment was authorized to execute the instrument for the cor- 
poration; that he was known or proved to be the corporate official he 
represented himself to be, and that he acknowledged the instrument to 
be the act and deed of the corporation. The substantial showing of the 
requisite facts 1s all that is required, and where the instrument purports 
to be the act of the corporation the certificate will not be held defective 
because it recites that the person who executed it in bekalf of and under 
authority from the corporation, acknowledged it to be his act and deed 
instead of that of the corporation.” There is a clezr distinction, in 
one respect, between the probate under consideration in Withrell v. 
Murphy, supra, and the probate of the instruments here, but not only is 
that case, as we consider it, not an authority to sustain the contentions 
of the plaintiff, but tends strongly to support the deZendants’ conten- 
tions. 

It seems to us that the probates appearing on the several instruments 
are, at least, in substantial compliance with the law, and are certainly 
sufficient under our decisions, as above cited. The corporate seal ap- 
pears upon the deeds of trust and also upon the record of the same, and, 
as stated in Benbow v. Cook, supra, at p. 332, “If R. E. Causey, the 
secretary and treasurer, was authorized to sign the instrument as agent, 
it will be presumed that what purported to be a seal, and would have 
been declared sufficient if attached to his signature as an individual, was 
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the. seal of the corporation affixed in accordance with the recital in the 
attestation clause.” However, the jury, upon competent evidence, has 
found, by its answer to the second and third issues, that the seal affixed 
to said instruments is the corporate seal of the supply company, and 
that the proper officials acknowledged the instruments before the notaries 
to be the acts and the deeds of the supply company, pursuant to resolu- 
tions duly passed by it to that effect. (Starke v. Etheridge, supra.) 
The scope of the answer is very comprehensive and inclusive, and we 
take it that there is now no doubt about the power of equity to correct, 
reform, and reéxecute written instruments upon sufficient allegations 
and proof, and that this power extends perhaps to probates, in some 
cases, as well as to other instruments. Wynne v. Small, 102 N. C., 133; 
Quinnerly v. Quinnerly, supra; McCown v. Sims, 69 N. C., 159; 24 
A. & E. (2 ed.), p. 654, but we need not invoke that principle in this 
case. 

It seems that parole evidence can be introduced in aid of probates in 
proper cases. It is contended that the execution and probate of the 
$5,750 deed of trust has been validated by C. S., 3354-3355. By ex- 
amination of section 3354 it appears that it contemplates a conveyance 
signed by the president and secretary of a corporation, not in the corpo- 
rate name, which clearly implies that no corporate seal is affixed, and in 
section 3355, which validates a probate upon the oath and examination 
of a subscribing witness, it seems to suggest that no proof of the corpo- 
rate seal appears in the probate. The $5,750 deed of trust is dated 
31 December, 1918, and should be held to be validated by these curative 
statutes, even assuming that the same is deficient, which we say is not 
the case. 

Exceptions 1 to 13 all relate to the admission of evidence as to the 
execution of the mortgage and deeds of trust in question. There is no 
merit in exception No. 1, for the reason that plaintiff did not question 
the Basnight mortgage at all, but only contended that the same had been 
canceled of record. It seems to us that defendants were entitled to prove 
that the deeds of trust to Hassell, trustee, were duly authorized by the 
stockholders and directors of the supply company, and that the officers 
were directed to execute valid instruments to secure the money which 
admittedly was loaned to the supply company by the Bank of Roper 
upon the strength of these instruments; that they were also entitled to 
prove why the word “seal” was used on the instruments, and also that 
this word had been adopted as the corporate seal of the supply company 
in a meeting duly called and held for that purpose and attended by both 
the stockholders and directors of the supply company. There was no 
other or better way to prove these facts. 
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It is evident that a sufficient and proper foundation was laid for the 
admission of this evidence. It appears that no minutes were kept of 
these transactions, and defendants offered the minute book of the com- 
pany to show the facts in corroboration of the testimony of the witness, 
J. T. McAllister and J. E. Singleton, to that effect. The court found 
as a fact that no minutes were kept, and admitted the evidence only 
upon this having been made to appear. The allegations of the answer 
are broad enough to justify this testimony, and we do not see why the 
same was not competent. Plaintiff was attacking the instruments for 
invalidity alleged by him, and the defendants should, in reply to this 
attack, be permitted to show the existence of the facts essential to the 
legality of the instruments, as alleged in the answer, that is, they should 
be allowed to show the true facts in regard to the sec], and why they 
used what purported to be a private seal, adopted at a regular meeting 
by the corporation called for the purpose of doing so, the sufficient 
reason being that the common or corporate seal had been lost or broken 
so that it could not be used, and that the one which was used as a sub- 
stitute for it had the authority and official sanction of the company for 
its use. One of the enumerated powers of a corporation, as set forth in 
our statute, is “To make, use, and alter a common seal.” ©. S., 1126; 
Womack’s Law of Private Corporations (Ed. of 1904), sec. 95. If a 
resolution authorizing the use of the private seal as that of the corpora- 
tion was adopted, the failure to enter it on the minutes of the meeting at 
which it was passed does not affect its validity, and such corporate act 
can be proved by parol. Womack, supra, p. 221, sec. 436, citing Hand- 
ley v. Stutz, 189 U. S., 417 (85 L. Ed., p. 227). See, also, Clark v. 
Hodge, 116 N. C., 761. No minutes having been kept, there was no 
way to show the authorization of the instruments except by parol, and 
no way to show the adoption of the word “seal” except in the same way. 
It was held by the Court in Handley v. Stutz, supra, that “a failure to 
enter a resolution of stockholders of a corporation on its book at the 
time it was adopted does not affect its validity; such corporate act can 
be proved by parol. Proceedings of a meeting of stockholders are bind- 
ing upon those participating in it although it was held without call or 
notice, and outside of the State where the company was incorporated, 
there being no statutory restriction of corporate action to the limits of 
the State.” The evidence as to what occurred before the notary does 
not contradict the probates, in any respect whatever, but only shows 
more clearly what the probates state, that the execution of the instru- 
ments was acknowledged as the act and deed of the Farmers Union 
Supply Company. This evidence was competent. There is a distinc- 
tion between proving a fact which has been put in writing and proving 
the writing itself. Because a fact has been described :n a writing does 
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not exclude other proof of the fact. For example, the proceedings of a 
corporate meeting of stockholders or directors are facts, and they may 
be proved by oral testimony where they are not so recorded. McKelvey 
on Evidence, p. 428. 

The two exceptions, Nos. 9 and 11, relate to the admission of testi- 
mony by the court as to the probate of the instruments in question before 
the notaries. It will be observed that exception No. 9 was taken to 
the refusal of the court to strike out the answer to a question, and 
exception No, 11 is to permitting the witness to answer that he and the 
secretary appeared before the notary and acknowledged the instrument 
as the act and deed of the Farmers Union Supply Company, pursuant to 
resolutions of the directors of the supply company to that effect. This 
evidence does not contradict the probates at all, as it appears from the 
probates and the deed that the acknowledgment was made in behalf of 
the grantor, the Farmers Union Supply Company. The fact that the 
officers appeared before the notary pursuant to resolutions to that end 
has already been discussed, the evidence of it being competent in view of 
the fact that no written record was made of the resolutions. Starke v. 
Etheridge, supra; Quinnerly v. Quinnerly, supra; Wynn v. Small, 
supra; Handley v. Stutz, supra. 

The exceptions Nos. 14 and 15 relate to the issues. It seems that the 
law is settled that if the issues submitted by the court are sufficient in 
form and substance to present all phases of the controversy, there is no 
ground for exception to the same. C.S., 584, and cases cited; Potato 
Co. v. Jeanette, 174 N. C., at p. 240. It is apparent that the two issues 
tendered by the plaintiff do not cover the controversy, containing, as it 
does, three separate causes of action. Plaintiff does not except to the 
issues submitted by the court, but his exception (No. 15) is directed 
only to the submission. of the third issue. Clearly the third issue was 
proper. As said in the Jeanette case, supra, issues are properly framed 
upon the pleadings, and certainly the allegations of the answer called 
for the third issue, and there was ample testimony for the jury as to it. 
It will be found that the instructions of the court to the jury upon the 
various issues thoroughly cover the point sought to be raised by the 
plaintiff in the two issues tendered by him. 

Exception No. 16 is taken to the refusal of the court, as plaintiff 
contends, to give to the jury certain requests for instructions. It is 
settled that the judge is not bound to follow the exact language of a 
prayer for instructions, and it is sufficient if he gives the substance of 
the same without weakening its effect. S. v. Kincaed, 183 N. C., 710. 
The judge substantially gave the first prayer for instructions in his 
general charge to the jury, and the second prayer for instructions could 
not have been given in the form requested. The evidence is that the 
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stockholders and directors were all present at the meetings when the 
executions of the instruments were authorized and the “seal” adopted. 
If this is true, it was a question for the jury. The evidence on this 
point seems to have been all one way and in favor of the defendants. 
No notice, though given, was necessary, because all were there. Womack 
on Corporations (1904), sec. 420, p. 212. 

We have carefully read and examined the charge of the learned judge 
who presided at the trial, and find that it fully covered the law as to all 
the material questions presented in the case, and is unexceptionable. 
It seems that some objection was taken to the statement of contentions 
by the judge, and that further exception was taken to detached portions 
of the charge. Exceptions of this kind are not favored, and are not 
considered by this Court. The charge should be viewed as a whole, as 
we have often held, and a statement of contentions, if deemed by appel- 
lant to be erroneous, should be called to the attention of the court in 
due time, so that proper correction may be made. Aman v. Lumber Co., 
160 N. C., 369; S. v. Montgomery, 183 N. C., 747. 

It appears that the Basnight mortgage was not in fact paid, although 
marked canceled on the record, and the jury properly found, upon the 
evidence, that the cancellation was unauthorized. In this connection 
we may refer again to the probate of this mortgage, which, if not 
originally valid when it was taken and the mortgage was registered, has 
been cured of the defect by C. S., 3354. But we do not mean to imply 
that it was originally defective. And further, it may be said that 
defects, if any, in the probate and registration of the deeds in dispute 
appear to be cured by C. S., ch. 65, art. 4, secs. 3329-3366. 

As to the Basnight mortgage, the only objection appears to be that it 
was canceled of record on 22 March, 1918, but we also have considered 
and discussed the validity of the mortgage and the probate of it. The 
mortgage appears upon its face, when it is read and considered with the 
language of the probate, to have been executed by J. T. McAllister, as 
president, and R. D. Harrison, as secretary and treasurer, not for them- 
selves but for and in behalf of the Farmers Union Supply Company, 
and that it was the deed of the latter and so executed end probated. 

The case was well tried by the learned judge, with the assistance of 
an intelligent jury, and of counsel whose briefs and arguments in this 
Court fully attest their ability to represent and safeguard the interests 
of the respective parties in every respect, and after careful examination 
of the entire case, and especially with reference to the exceptions and 
assignments of error, no error has been found in the record. 

No error. 
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STERLING MILLS, Inc., vy. SAGINAW MILLING COMPANY, 
(Filed 6 December, 1922.) 


1. Attachment—Interpleader—Banks and Banking—Bills and Notes— 
Negotiable Instruments—Burden of Proof. 

Where the forwarding bank intervenes and claims title to a draft of a 
nonresident debtor attached in the hands of a local bank, the burden is 
on the intervener to show its title to the property attached, and upon its 
evidence tending to show prima facie that it was the purchaser of the 
draft for value, and is a holder thereof in due course, without notice of 
any defenses or equities, an issue of fact is raised for the determination 
of the jury. C. 8., 3040. 


2. Same—Evidence—Questions for Jury—~Trials—lInstructions—Verdict 
Directing. 


Where the forwarding bank of a nonresident debtor intervenes in the 
ereditor’s action, and claims the proceeds of a draft in the hands of a 
local bank, in attachment proceedings, and the intervener’s officer testifies 
positively that the intervener was a purchaser for value, in due course, 
without notice of any infirmity, etc., in the paper, his further testimony, 
on cross-examination, as to genera] dealings with the attachment debtor, 
crediting it with drafts, and charging them back if not paid on presenta- 
tion, raise the question of the intent between the forwarding bank and 
its depositor, as to whether the paid draft in question was acquired by 
the intervener in due course, C. S., 3040, or whether it had accepted the 
draft as a mere agency for collection, in which latter event the proceeds 
of the draft would be subject to attachment in the hands of the local 
bank: and on this conflicting evidence a direction of the verdict against 
the intervener is reversible error. 


Apprat by intervener from Ray, J., at March Term, 1922, of [reve t. 

Plaintiff, a North Carolina corporation, with its principal place of 
business at Statesville, N. C., having a cause of action against the 
Saginaw Milling Company, a foreign corporation, instituted this suit 
in the Superior Court of Iredell County, and sought to obtain service 
upon the defendant by attaching the proceeds of a draft in the hands of 
the Peoples Loan and Savings Bank, Statesville, N. C., alleging that 
said funds belonged to the defendant. 

Thereafter, on 19 August, 1921, the Second National Bank of Sagi- 
naw, Michigan, was allowed to intervene and to set up its claim of title 
to the proceeds of said draft. 

Upon the issue thus raised there was a verdict and judgment in favor 
of the plaintiff. The defendant made no appearance and filed no 
answer. Intervener appealed. 


Dorman Thompson for plaintiff. 
John A. Scott, Jr., for mntervener. 
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Sracy, J. The burden was on the intervener to make good its claim 
and to show title to the property attached. Moon v. Milling Co., 176 
N. C., 410. In order to meet this requirement, the intervening bank 
offered evidence tending to show, prima facie at least, that it was a 
purchaser of the draft in question for value, and a holder of the same 
in due course, without notice of any defenses or equities. C. S., 3040; 
1 Dan. on Neg. Inst., sees. 812 and 814a; Jackson v. Love, 82 N. C., 
405; Hodge v. Smith, 130 Wis., 326; Scoville v. Landon, 50 N. Y., 686. 

After offering the draft in evidence, due execution of which was 
admitted by the plaintiff, E. W. Glynn, cashier of the intervening bank, 
testified as follows: “The draft was in possession of the Second 
National Bank with bill of lading attached; it belonged to the Second 
National Bank of Saginaw; the proceeds of payment of said draft 
belonged to the Second National Bank of Saginaw, Michigan. The 
Saginaw Milling Company did not own any interest in the draft when 
forwarded by the Second National Bank of Saginaw, and does not own 
any interest in the money paid for said draft by the Satesville Flour 
Mills, and later attached by the Sterling Mills. The Second National 
Bank of Saginaw does not owe the Sterling Mills anything. The draft 
was in the possession of the Second National Bank of Saginaw as owner 
and not as agent of the Saginaw Milling Company. It was forwarded 
by the Second National Bank of Saginaw to the Peoples Loan and 
Savings Bank of Statesville for presentment and payment as our prop- 
erty, owned by our bank, and not as agent of the Saginaw Milling 
Company.” 

On cross-examination, in reply to the question, “Does not your bank 
habitually credit the account of the Saginaw Milling Company with the 
amount of drafts on customers of said Saginaw Milling Company, 
giving permission to the Saginaw Milling Company to draw against 
such credits, and then charge up the Saginaw Milling Company with 
such papers as are not paid on presentation?” the witness answered, 
“Yes, that is, we collect back from Saginaw Milling Company such 
drafts as are returned to us refused. Im this case, however, the draft 
was paid.” 

At the close of the evidence the court charged the jiry: “If you 
believe the testimony in this case, you will answer the first issue ‘No.’ ” 
Exception by intervener. 

We think the evidence upon the issue as to whether the intervening 
bank was an agent for collecting the draft in question cr a purchaser 
thereof for value, was sufficiently equivocal, if not contradictory, to 
require a finding by the jury, and that his Honor’s charge, which vir- 
tually amounted to a direction of the verdict, was erroneous. 
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Tf the intervener held the draft as a purchaser for value, the proceeds 
derived therefrom could not be attached in the hands of the Peoples 
Loan and Savings Bank as the property of the Saginaw Milling Com- 
pany; but, on the other hand, if the intervening bank acted merely as a 
collecting agent, the proceeds would belong to the defendant, and conse- 
quently they would be subject to attachment in the hands of the gar- 
nishee bank. Worth Co. v. Feed Co., 172 N. C., 3385; Markham- 
Stephens Co. v. Richmond Co., 177 N. C., 364. Upon this point, the 
real determinative question is as to the intention of the parties; and 
this is a question of fact to be ascertained by the jury, where the evi- 
dence is conflicting. Worth Co. v. Feed Co., supra. 

The case at bar is distinguished from Temple v. LaBerge, ante, 252, 
for there the testimony was susceptible of only one interpretation or of 
but a single conclusion. Here the evidence is conflicting. It may be 
sufficient to rebut the prima facie case, but this is a matter to be sub- 
mitted to the jury under proper instructions from the court. Currie 
v. R. R., 156 N. C., 426. 

For the error, as indicated, in directing a verdict on evidence from 
which different inferences may be drawn, we are of opinion that the 
cause must be submitted to another jury, and it is so ordered. 

New trial. 





BURKE COUNTY ROAD COMMISSIONERS vy. COMMISSIONERS OF 
BURKE COUNTY. 


(Filed 6 December, 1922.) 


1. Roads and Highways—County Commissioners—Highway Commission- 
ers——Bonds——Proceeds—Funds—Statutes, 


The commissioners of a certain county sold bonds, under the authority 
of a statute, for the completion of the State highway through the county, 
and for certain designated purposes, with later enactment reciting that 
the costs of the State highway had been more than was intimated, and 
there were no available funds to pay the county quota for such expendi- 
ture, and provided for an additional sale of bonds, which was made for 
that and other specified purposes. Thereafter a county board of road 
commissioners was established by legislative enactment, by which com- 
plete control over the roads was given it, with direction that all road 
moneys for the purposes theretofore arising from taxation or sale of road 
bonds shall be turned over and belong to them by virtue of their office. 
It was made to appear that the county commissioners had borrowed 
money from certain banks in anticipation of the proceeds of the sale of 
the bonds, and for the purposes specified in the act, which was recognized 
by later legislation as valid, and it was held, in a settlement between the 
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two boards, the county commissioners were entitled to a credit of such 
amounts as had been paid by it for the designated purposes in the act, 
including such as had been borrowed from the banks for such purposes, 
but not for any amount that may have been used by it for general county 
purposes. 


2. Same. 

In an action by a county road commission to compel the county com- 
missioners to pay over to the plaintiff board, under the provisions of a 
statute, the money received from the sale of bonds for road purposes, 
authorized separately under the provisions of two statutes, and there- 
under the defendant board, before the establishment of the plaintiff board, 
had expended moneys for the purposes designated in the statutes, the 
mere fact that these two statutes, under which the defendant board had 
acted, had been subsequently consolidated by statute, recognizing the 
designated purposes for which the bonds had been issued by the defendant 
board, but for the stated purpose of avoiding “confusion and complica- 
tions” from the different maturity dates of the separate issues, and the 
different interest rates of each, does not affect the question as to the 
credit the defendant was entitled to, in its settlement with the plaintiff 
board, for the money expended for the designated purposes. 


8. Same—Mandamus. 

When the act of turning over by the county commiss:oners of certain 
funds arising from the sale of road bonds to a county board of road com- 
missioners, entitled under the provisions of the act of its creation to 
receive them, is‘merely ministerial, mandamus will lie (Board of Educa- 
tion v. Comrs., 150 N. C., 123), and it is not always essential to the main- 
tenance of this remedy that it should be made to appear that the fund is 
still on hand, particularly where the question is one of bookkeeping be- 
tween the parties to the action. 


4. Same——Findings—Appeal and Error. 

On appeal from a writ of mandamus issued by the Snperior Court to 
the defendant board of county commissioners to compel them to pay over 
to the county board of road commissioners the money on hand from the 
sale of road bonds, etc., as required by statute, it did nct appear by the 
evidence to what extent the defendant had paid out moneys for certain 
purposes, authorized by the statutes, and to which it was entitled to a 
credit, and the case was remanded in order that it may be determined 
upon proper evidence how much of the proceeds of the bond issue, if any, 
has been expended contrary to the provisions of the statute affecting the 
question, with direction that a peremptory or alternate writ of mandamus 
issue as the facts may then appear. 


AppraL by defendant from Ray, J., at chambers, 3 July, 1922, from 
Burke. 

Civil action to obtain a mandamus, heard by consent. 

The action is instituted by the Burke County Road Commission, 
established by Public-Local Laws of 1921, ch. 64, to compel the defend- 
ant board to turn over to them the proceeds of certain bonds for road 
purposes alleged to belong to plaintiff commission under and by virtue 


N.C.] FALL TERM, 1922. 465 
ComRsS. Vv. COMRS. 


of said statute and other acts appertaining to the subject. There was 
denial of liability or obligation on part of defendants. Jury trial being 
waived, cause was heard by the court, and judgment entered that a 
peremptory writ issue commanding defendant board to turn over to 
plaintiff $25,000, the proceeds of certain bonds which had been sold by 
defendant and illegally diverted and applied to other purposes of the 
county. Defendant excepted and appealed. 


John M. Mull and Avery & Ervin for plaintiff. 
Frank C. Patton, S.J. Ervin, and 8. J. Ervin, Jr., for defendants. 


Hoxg, J. It appears that plaintiff board was constituted by Public- 
Local Laws of 1921, ch. 64, and given exclusive control of the laying off, 
establishing, building, altering, and repairing and maintaining all of the 
public roads of Burke County, and of the purchase of all the necessary 
equipment and material therefor. And in section 12 of the act it 1s 
provided in general terms that all road moneys for the designated pur- 
poses arising by taxation or sale of road bonds, ete., shall be turned over 
and belong to them by virtue of their office, etc. 

It further appears that the fund, or a portion of it, the subject-matter 
of this controversy, arose from the sale of $65,000 road bonds of said 
county by the defendant board, and the proceeds of which and the dis- 
position of same are affected and controlled by Public-Local Laws of 
1921, ch. 2138; Public-Local Laws, Extra Session, 1920, ch. 116, and 
Public-Local Laws of 1919, ch. 868. Under the last statute the commis- 
sioners of Burke County were authorized to issue and sell $80,000 of 
coupon bonds, payable at specified time and rate of interest, and in 
section 2 of the act it is provided that the proceeds of said bonds, when 
sold, shall be applied exclusively to the completion of the State highway 
through Burke County, including the bridges thereon, and to the pur- 
chase of a site and the erection thereon for a new home for the aged and 
infirm; and further, to the building of bridges and construction and 
repair of roads in certain remote townships of the county, this last 
purpose, however, being on conditions which do not seem to have been 
complied with, and the facts concerning them, therefore, in no way 
affect the issues in the present case. Under this statute $40,000 of the 
proposed issue were shortly thereafter sold, and the proceeds have been 
disbursed by commissioners without exception noted. 

In Public-Local Laws, Extra Session, 1920, ch. 116, after reciting that 
the costs of the State highway in Burke County had been more than 
was estimated, and that there were no funds available to pay the county 
quota for such expenditure, it is provided that the board of commis- 
sioners of Burke County shall sell an additional $25,000 of road bonds 
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of specified date and interest rate, and in section 2 of the statute the 
proceeds from this $25,000 bond sale are directed to be applied as 
follows: 

“That the proceeds of said bonds, when sold, shall be applied by said 
commissioners exclusively to the completion of the State highway 
through Burke County, including the bridges on said highway, and to 
the completion of the links of road beginning at a point on said State 
highway at Jones Berry’s residence and running throvgh the town of 
Rutherford College to the Johnson Bridge on the Catawba River, and 
the link of road from the town of Drexel to the said Catawba River, 
Huffman Bridge, and the balance of the funds as may remain of said 
$25,000 to be used to complete the Shelby road in Lower Fork Town- 
ship of Burke County leading to the Three County Corner.” 

And Public-Local Laws of 1921, ch. 218, after reciting that $40,000 
of the bonds as provided by the act of 1919 were still unissued, and that 
there was also the additional issue of $25,000 authorized by Public-Local 
Laws of 1920, ch. 116, and that these two bond issues, to mature at 
different times and bearing different rates of interest, were not unlikely 
to produce “confusion and complications,” provides that the two statutes 
be consolidated and amended to read as follows: That the. defendant 
board could issue $65,000 of road bonds, maturing at specified time, and 
to bear interest at a rate not to exceed 6 per cent, and directs that the 
proceeds of this $65,000 issue be applied as follows: 

“That the proceeds of sale of said bonds, when issued, shall be applied 
exclusively to the payment of the debts now due the First National Bank 
of Hickory and the First National Bank of Morganton, which said 
debts were incurred in carrying out the provisions of said acts, and 
especially the completion of the State highway, and to the purposes 
mentioned and required in said chapter three hundred and sixty-eight, 
Public-Local Laws one thousand nine hundred and nineteen, and chapter 
one hundred and sixteen, Public-Local Laws one thousand nine hundred 
and twenty, Extra Session, as aforesaid, and to no other.” 

Under these various statutes the county commissioners of Burke 
had the power of sale of these bonds and the disposition of the proceeds 
until the enactment of chapter 64, creating plaintiff beard, but while 
they had such power they could only apply the fund to the purposes 
designated in the statutes applicable and to none other. In the $40,000 
issued under Public-Local Laws 1919, ch. 368, these purposes were “the 
completion of the State highway through Burke County, and the pur- 
chase of a site and erection of a new home for the aged and infirm.” 
And under chapter 116, supra, Extra Session 1920, the purposes were 
“to the completion of the State highway through Burke County, includ- 
ing the bridges thereon, to the completion of two specified links therein, 
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and the remainder to the completion of the Shelby road in Lower Fork 
Township leading to the Three County Corner.” “Exclusively to these 
purposes” being the language used in both statutes. And if defendant, 
prior to the constitution of plaintiff board, has paid out these funds for 
the purposes designated and none other, such payments will be upheld 
and defendants protected therein; but if, and to the extent that defend- 
ants have diverted these proceeds to general county or other purposes, 
such payments are without warrant of law, and same must be restored to 
the proper fund as provided and designated by the statutes under which 
same were ralsed. That is, the $40,000 being to complete highways and 
bridges, and to the procurement of a site and county home; and the 
$25,000 to the State highway through Burke County, including bridges, 
the two specified links thereof, and the remainder, if any, to the Shelby 
road. And we are of opinion that the subsequent act, chapter 213, 
supra, Laws 1921, by which the two former statutes were consolidated 
and amended did not have the effect of approving the payment out of 
these funds to the banks of Hickory and Morganton, regardless of the 
purposes for which such debts were contracted, but these payments were 
only authorized and approved to the extent that the money borrowed 
was used for the purposes as directed by the statutes, that is, to the 
extent that they were used for the designated purposes, they shall be 
recognized as valid vouchers in the distribution of these funds, and not 
otherwise. 

Under these rulings, if the county commissioners have diverted these 
funds and used them for general county or other purposes, the plaintiffs 
are entitled to have same restored to the fund from which they have been 
improperly taken, and turned over to them to be used as the law directs. 

And, as now advised, we think that remedy by mandamus is open to 
plaintiff. As said in Brown v. Turner, 10 N. C., 98, quoted with 
approval in Board of Education v. Comrs., 150 N.C., at p. 128: “Man- 
damus will lie when an act merely ministerial is imposed by law, the 
relator shows a clear right and is without other adequate remedy.” See 
Drainage District v. Comrs., 174 N. C., 738. Applying the principle, 
we have recently approved such a proceeding to compel a defendant to 
turn over to the proper officials county funds admittedly on hand and 
withheld without lawful justification. Tyrrell v. Holloway, 182 N. C., 
64. And well considered authorities are to the effect that it is not 
always essential to the maintenance of this remedy that it should be 
made to appear that the fund is still on hand, a principle particularly 
applicable where there has been a wrongful diversion of funds from 
une municipal purpose to another, and the question is more likely to be 
one of mere bookkeeping than the assertion of really antagonistic rights. 
State ex rel Collector v. Dishaw, 42 N. J., 141; People ex rel Dannat v. 
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Comptroller, 177 N. Y., 45; People ex rel Dowing v. Stout, 23 N. Y., 338; 
Lansing v. Van Gorder, 24 Mich., 456; County Comrs. Pike Co. v. The 
State, 11 TM., 203. 

While we are of opinion, and so hold, that plaintiff is entitled to have 
restored to their proper place and turned over to them all of these 
moneys that have been wrongfully expended contrary tc the provisions 
of the statute, except for an amount reasonably required and intended 
for a site and new county home, an exception, however, that only ap- 
phes to the disbursement of the $40,000 bond issue referred to and 
controlled by Laws of 1919, ch. 368, as recognized and approved by 
Laws of 1920, ch. 213, we do not think that a peremptory mandamus is 
justified in the present condition of the record for the reason that there 
are no facts in evidence that will enable a court to determine whether 
or to what extent this fund, or any of it, has been misapplied. True, 
the defendant avers under oath that it has all been expended under 
proper statutory authority, but in what purports to be an itemized state- 
ment, the great bulk of these expenditures is for money repaid to banks, 
but whether raised from sale of these bonds or borrowed in anticipation 
of their sale does not appear. And this verified account only shows 
an expenditure of $64,803.06. 

While the defendants thus fail to support their averment, we do not 
discover any evidence to justify the finding of fact that et least $25,000 
is available for application to these road projects, nor, as stated, to 
enable the court to determine what amount the defendants withhold 
or have wrongfully misapplied. We must hold, therefore. that the judg- 
ment for a peremptory mandamus, together with the finding that $25,000 
is now available to be applied to these projects, be and the same is 
hereby set aside, and the cause is remanded to the end that it shall be 
ascertained and determined how the defendant had disposed of this 
$65,000 bond issue, and whether any and what part of same has been 
expended contrary to the provisions of the statutes affecting the question. 
And upon such findings that a peremptory or alternative writ of 
mandamus issue as the facts may then appear. . 

Judgment set aside, and cause remanded for further proceedings. 
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TRUSTEES OF LEES-McRAE INSTITUTE y. AVERY COUNTY. 
(Filed 6 December, 1922.) 


1. Constitutional Law—Taxation—Exemptions—Statutes. 


The fundamental principle of our Constitution, as to the taxing of 
property, is that all property shall be taxed uniformly so as to equalize 
its burdens, except that which is either expressly exempted by the Consti- 
tution itself or by the Legislature within the limits prescribed by the Con- 
stitution; and the courts will strictly construe such exemptions, and 
resolve all doubts in favor of liability to taxation. 

2. Same—Religious Purposes—Schools—Education—Lands-—Rentals, 


An institution created by statute to provide for the Christian education 
of boys and girls in a certain locality, and to do other institutional work, 
in which its property is exempt from taxation as long as it shall be used 
for “church, school, or charitable purposes,’ does not include within its 
tax exempting terms, either under its charter or under the general law 
relating to the subject, Laws 1921, ch. 38, sec. 72 (4); C. S., 7768, lands 
from which the rentals are applied to educational purposes alone; in this 
ease, a tract of land three miles distant from that upon which the 
corporation conducts its operations, a portion of which has been cleared 
and rented out for a part of the crop, and also used for grazing purposes. 


Apprat by plaintiffs from McElroy, J., at October Term, 1922, of 
AVERY. 

This is a controversy without action. The plaintiffs sought to recover 
from the defendant $180 taxes, paid under protest, for the year 1921. 
The judge found the facts and rendered judgment as follows: “The 
plaintiff Lees-McRae Institute is located on a tract of land at or near 
Plumtree, in the county of Avery, on which the school is conducted, and 
the corporation is the owner of an additional tract of land located about 
three miles distant from said school; the said tract contains about 1,150 
acres, and it had not been assessed for taxes until the year 1921, when 
the county commissioners of Avery County caused a levy of $150 to be 
assessed against said 1,150 acres of land; all the rents and profits from 
said 1,150-acre tract have been applied exclusively to educational pur- 
poses at said institute, and for no other purpose, and said property 
of 1,150 acres of land was not purchased and has not been held for the 
purpose of speculation.” 

“It is now considered, ordered, and adjudged by the court that the 
said 1,150-acre tract is not exempt from taxation, and the tax assessed 
and collected was authorized by law at the time said property was 
assessed for taxation.” The plaintiffs appealed. 


Love & Lowe for plaintiffs. 
J. W. Ragland for defendant. 
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Crark, C. J. The only question presented is as to the correctness of 
the ruling by the court that the property in question is liable to taxation. 
The plaintiff is a corporation, created by act of General Assembly, 
ratified 25 February, 1907. “To establish an institution to provide 
Christian education and manual training for boys and girls, and do 
other institutional work in the mountains of North Carolina.” Section 
7 of the act provides: ‘So long as the property owned, or to be owned, 
by such corporation shall be used for church, school, or charitable pur- 
poses the same shall be exempt from all taxes, State, county, or munici- 
pal.” The plaintiff claimed exemption from taxation under this section 
of its charter and general laws, 1921 ch. 38, sec. 72, subsec. 4, which 
provides that “buildings, with the land they actually occupy wholly 
devoted to educational purposes, belonging to and actually and exclu- 
sively occupied and used by churches, public lbraries, incorporated 
colleges, academies, industrial schools, seminaries, or other corporate 
institutions of learning, together with such additional adjacent land 
owned by such churches, libraries, and educational institutions as may 
be reasonably necessary for the convenient use of such buildings, respec- 
tively, and also the buildings thereon used as residences by the officers or 
instructors of such educational institutions,” shall b2 exempt from 
taxation. 

~The 1,150 acres is located a distance of 8 miles from “he school prop- 
erty. About 100 acres of this have been cleared and put in cultivation, 
a part of which has been rented for part of the crops, and the other 
portion of said cleared land has been used for grazing purposes. The 
rents and profits from said land have been applied exclusively for educa- 
tional purposes and none other. 

The ruling of his Honor is correct. The principle governing this 
ease is well settled by our authorities. In Umted Brethren v. Comrs., 
115 N. C., 490, itis said: “The general rule is liability to taxation, and 
that all property shall contribute its share to the support of the Govern- 
ment which protects it. Exemption from taxation is exceptional. It 
needs no citation from reiterated precedents that such exemptions should 
be strictly construed, and if we have any doubts (which we have not) 
they should be resolved in favor of liability to taxation. R&. R. v. Alls- 
brook, 110 N. C., 189.” In that case it was said that the fundamental 
principle of our Constitution is that all property shall be taxed uni- 
formly except that which is either expressly exempted ty the Constitu- 
tion itself, or as to which the power of exemption by the Legislature is 
left discretionary within the limits prescribed by the Constitution, citing 
Redmond v. Comrs., 106 N. C., 122. 

It certainly cannot be said that a tract of land, located three miles 
from the property actually used for the school (which is not assessed for 
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taxes), almost all of which is in forest, or at least not cleared, and that 
portion of it which has been cleared is rented out for a part of the crops 
and used for grazing purposes, comes within the definition or meaning 
of the language of the law which defines and describes property exempt 
from taxation, under the rules laid down in United Brethren v. Comrs., 
supra, in which case it was pointed out that while the Legislature had 
exempted property whose rental was applied exclusively to religious, 
charitable, or benevolent institutions, it had not extended such exemp- 
tion to property whose rental is applied to educational purposes. This 
distinction is retained in the present statute, C. S., 7768, which provides: 
“No property whatever held or used for investment, speculation, or rent 
shall be exempt other than bonds of this State and of the United States 
Government, unless said rent, or the interest on or income from such 
investments shall be used exclusively for religious, charitable, or benevo- 
lent purposes, or the interest upon the bonded indebtedness of said 
religious, charitable, or benevolent institutions.” 

In Davis v. Salisbury, 161 N. C., 56, Hoke, J., fully discusses the 
question here presented, reviewing the case above cited, and the whole 
matter is so clearly stated with citation of authorities by Judge Hoke 
that nothing is left to be added. The whole subject was again reviewed 
by Hoke, J., in Southern Assembly v. Palmer, 166 N. C., 75. 

The fundamental principle of equality and uniformity in the taxation 
of property in the Constitution is based upon the sound principle that 
whenever property, which is not expressly exempted by the Constitution 
from taxation or within the discretionary authority given the Legisla- 
ture to exempt property is left untaxed, 1t unjustly adds to the taxes of 
those who already are paying their fair share of taxation, the amount 
of taxes which the property thus illegally exempted should rightly bear. 

The decision of his Honor must be 

Affirmed, 





J. J. EATON ev AL. v. MOORESVILLE GRADED SCHOOL. 
(Filed 6 December, 1922.) 


Judgment—Estoppel—Parties—School Districts—Taxation—Bonds—In- 
junction. 

The taxpayers of a school district, except where some special private 
interest is shown, are real parties in interest in a suit by a resident and 
taxpayer of the district to enjoin the levy and collection of a special tax 
for school purposes therein; and where the final judgment of the Superior 
Court, unappealed from, has been rendered against the plaintiff in such 
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suit, without suggestion of fraud or collusion, the subject-matter is res 
adjudicata as to all the taxpayers and residents of the district, whether 
they have been made nominal parties to the suit or otherwise, and they 
are estopped from independent suits concerning the matters adjudicated. 


APPEAL by plaintiffs from Bryson, J., at May Term, 1922, of Davir. 

Civil action to restrain the defendants from levying and collecting a 
special school tax in Mocksville School District, and tc test the validity 
of a proposed bond issue, upon the alleged ground that the election, 
under which said tax and bonds were approved by a majority of the 
qualified voters resident within the district, was illegally held, and is 
therefore void. 

From an order denying the application for injunctive relief, plaintiffs 
appealed. 


EB. H. Morris for plaintiffs. 
A. T. Grant, Jr., for defendants. 


Stacy, J. The election in question was held on 6 September, 1921. 
A few days thereafter, Dr. A. Z. Taylor, a resident and taxpayer of the 
Mocksville School District, instituted an action to enjoin the issuance of 
the bonds and the levy of the special tax, mentioned in the present com- 
plaint, and for the purpose of having the election here contested declared 
illegal and void. The purposes of the Taylor suit were identical with 
those in the present case. There was a final judgment rendered in the 
Taylor case declaring the election to be legal and valid in all respects, 
and directing the proper authorities to proceed in the premises in accord- 
ance with the results of said election. Notice of appeal to the Supreme 
Court was duly entered of record, but was not perfected, and later it was 
abandoned. 

Defendants contend that the matters now sought to be litigated are 
res adjudicata, by virtue of the judgment rendered in the Taylor ease. 
This was the holding of the court below; and, upon this phase of the 
controversy, the following finding was incorporated in the judgment. 

“The court further finds as a fact that the plainti:? in the former 
action, and the plaintiffs in this action reside within the territory em- 
braced in said school district. That one of the plaintiffs in the present 
action was attorney of record for the plaintiff in the first action, and is 
attorney of record in this proceeding; that the bondsmen in both actions 
are the same; that the relief sought is identical. That the creation of the 
school district, the issuance of the bonds, and the levying of taxes affected 
all persons within said school boundary, and thus created a community 
of interest or privity, as between them, touching such raatters as might 
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be involved in the issuance of bonds, and levying of taxes within said 
boundary, and for the purposes complained of by the creation thereof.” 

Except where some special private interest is shown, it seems to be 
established by the clear weight of authority that, in the absence of fraud 
or collusion, a final judgment on the merits rendered in a suit by a tax- 
payer (usually brought on behalf of himself and others similarly situ- 
ated), involving a matter of general interest to the public, and insti- 
tuted against a governmental body, or local board, which, in its official 
capacity, represents the citizens and taxpayers in the territory affected, 
is binding on all the residents of the district, if adverse to the plaintiff, 
and all may take advantage of it if the judgment be otherwise. Bear 
v. Comrs., 122 N. C., 484; Clark v. Wolf, 29 Iowa, 197; Lyman v. Faris, 
53 Iowa, 498; Harman v. Auditor, 123 IIL, 122; Sauls v. Freeman, 24 
Fla., 209; S. v. Rainey, 74 Mo., 229; Gallaher v. City of Moundsville, 
84 W. Va., 7380; Stallcup v. Tacoma, 13 Wash., 141; Montgomery City 
Council v. Walker, 154 Ala., 242; Henderson County v. Henderson 
Bridge Co., 105 A. S. R. (Ky.), 197, and note; Haese v. Heitzeg, 159 
Cal., 569; 15 R. C. L., 1035. 

The rule is thus stated in Freeman on Judgments, sec. 178: “A 
judgment against a county, or its legal representatives, in a matter of 
general interest to all its citizens, is binding upon the latter though they 
are not parties to the suit. . . . Every taxpayer is a real, though 
not a nominal, party to such judgment. If, for the purpose of provid- 
ing for its payment, the officers of the county levy and endeavor to 
collect a tax, none of the citizens can, by instituting proceedings to 
prevent the levy or enforcement of the tax, dispute the validity of the 
judgment, nor relitigate any of the questions which were or which could 
have been litigated in the original action against the county. If in an 
action against the officers of a county a tax is determined to be valid, a 
taxpayer of the county cannot afterwards maintain suit to enjoin the 
collection of such tax. An action having been brought by certain tax- 
payers of a town to enjoin the issue of bonds, a judgment against them 
was held to be conclusive upon all other taxpayers. A judgment against 
county commissioners, directing that a writ of mandate issue requiring 
them to assemble and call an election on the question of a change of the 
county site, is conclusive on all citizens of the county, because the com- 
missioners are representatives of the county in the matter of their duties 
under the statute; and though they failed to avail themselves of any 
legal defense to the writ, the people of the county are concluded by the 
judgment.” To like effect is Black on Judgments, sec. 584. 

The principle stated in these sections, and fully supported by the 
authorities cited in the texts, 1s that a judgment against a governmental 
body, or in its favor, affecting a matter of general interest to all the 
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people in the territory, is binding not only on the official representatives, 
but on all the citizens of the territory, though not made parties plaintiff 
or defendant by name. In such cases the people themselves are re- 
garded as the real parties in interest; and the matters settled therein may 
not again be litigated, in the absence of a showing of some special inter- 
est or private right. If this were not so, each citizen, and perhaps each 
citizen of each generation of citizens, would be at liberty to commence 
an action and to litigate the question for himself. Hence, the result 
might be an endless chain of suits. Greenberg v. Chicago, 256 Ill., 218; 
49 L. R. A. (N.S.), and note; Hl Reno v. Cleveland-Trinidad Paving 
Co., 25 Okla., 648; 27 L. R. A. (N.S.), 650. 

Norton, J., in State v. Rainey, 74 Mo., 235, states the rule as follows: 
“Tt was there held (speaking of Clark v. Wolf, 29 Iowa, 197), that a 
judgment against a county or its legal representatives, in a matter of 
general interest to all the people thereof, as one respecting the levy and 
collection of a tax, is binding not only on the official representatives of 
the county named in the proceeding as defendants, but upon all the 
citizens thereof though not made parties defendant by name. This, we 
think, is so both on principle and authority, for in suits of the character 
mentioned the legally constituted representatives of the county stand in 
the place of each citizen of the county who is liable to be called on as a 
taxpayer to contribute his proper proportion to liquidate the demand 
which a judgment may establish.” 

Applying the above principles to the facts in hand, we agree with the 
following conclusion of the trial court, as expressed in the final para- 
graph of the judgment: “Upon the foregoing findings of fact, the court 
concludes, as a question of law, that these matters and things, the sub- 
ject of the present action, have been adjudicated in the former action, 
in which final judgment has been entered, and that, on account of the 
community or privity of interests existing between the plaintiff in the 
former action, and the plaintiffs in the present action, the said judgment 
in the former action is an estoppel as to the present action, the same 
issues being raised therein, the same rights adjudicated, and the same 
interests affected.” 

The record presents no error, and this will be certified. 

Affirmed. 
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J. J. HECKERT et at. v. ABERDEEN GRADED SCHOOL. 
(Filed 18 December, 1922.) 


1. Schools—School Districts—Consolidation—Nontax Territory—Election 
—Taxation Bonds—Injunction. 


An exception to the issuance of bonds for school purposes by a district 
consolidated of special tax and nonspecial tax territory, on the ground 
that the question of taxation had not been separately submitted to the 
voters of the nontax territory, is untenable, when it appears from the 
record, on appeal, that the votes cast in the nontax territory had been 
separately counted, and found to be in favor of the proposition to issue 
the bonds, sought to be enjoined in the plaintiff’s suit. Board of Educa- 
tion v. Bray, post, 484; Barnes v. Comrs., ante, 325. 


2. Same—Notice of Election—Publication—Appeal and Error. 


The issuance and sale of bonds for school purposes by a school district 
may not be successfully attacked on the ground that the notice of election 
was insufficient, when it is properly made to appear that, in accordance 
with the order of the board of commissioners, it had been previously ad- 
vertised for four successive weeks in a newspaper published in the district ; 
personal notice had been mailed to the individual electors therein; that 
wide publicity had been given it; that fair opportunity had been given 
the electors to cast their votes, and that practically a full registration 
had been obtained, which resulted in an overwhelming vote in favor of 
the proposition submitted. 


Appeal by plaintiffs from Brock, J., at chambers in Wadesboro, 30 
November, 1922, from Moore. 

Civil action to restrain the defendants from issuing and offering for 
sale certain school bonds, upon the alleged ground that the elections, 
under which the district in question was enlarged and the bonds ap- 
proved by a majority of the qualified voters resident within the enlarged 
district, were illegally held, and are therefore void. 

From an order denying the application for relief, plaintiffs appealed. 


J. L. Morehead for plainteffs. 
U. L. Spence for defendants. 


Stacy, J. On 5 June, 1922, the trustees of the Aberdeen Graded 
School District petitioned the board of education and board of commis- 
sioners of Moore County to enlarge the boundaries of said district and 
to include therein certain contiguous territory, which embraced Pine 
Bluff Graded School District and other territory, in which there was 
not levied at that time any special tax for schools. Pursuant to this 
petition, an election was ordered and held on 11 July, 1922, in the terri- 
tory proposed to be annexed; that is, in the Pine Bluff district and in 
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the nonspecial tax territory, and at said election a majority of the 
qualified voters resident in the territory to be added voted in favor of 
the enlargement. C.S8., 5478, and C. S., 5530. 

After the result of the election had been declared by the board of 
commissioners, the trustees of the Aberdeen Graded School District peti- 
tioned for an election for the purpose of issuing $75,000 of school bonds 
of the enlarged district. This election was duly ordered to be held on 
12 September, 1922, and at said election 180 out of 223 qualified voters 
voted in favor of the issuance of the bonds, and 10 against it. This 
was comparatively a large vote out of practically a full registration. 

At both of these elections a new registration of the voters was ordered 
for the territory voting at said elections. Notice of the new registration 
for the election of 11 July, 1922, was first published on 5 June, 1922, 
and the registration books were kept open from 8 June, 1922, to 1 July, 
1922. For the election of 12 September, 1922, the first notice of the 
new registration was published on 11 August, 1922, and the registration 
books were kept open from 10 August, 1922, to 2 September, 1922. 

Plaintiffs contend that the election for the enlargement of the Aber- 
deen Graded School District was invalid for the reason that the voters 
of the Pine Bluff School District and the nonspecial tax territory, both 
being included in the addition, were not each given the opportunity of 
voting separately upon the proposed enlargement, but that such vote was 
taken in the entire new territory as a whole. 

Without suggesting any merit for this contention, we think it becomes 
academic in the face of an affirmative showing, as appears from the 
record, that a majority of the qualified voters resident in the Pine Bluff 
District and the original nonspecial tax territory, counting the votes 
cast in each separately, voted in favor of both propositions in both elec- 
tions. Board of Education v. Bray, post, 484; Barnes v. Comrs., 
ante, 325. 

The second contention of the plaintiffs is that the notices given in 
regard to the new registration were insufficient. Notice of each election 
was duly posted and published in the Sandhill Citizen, a newspaper 
published in the district, for four successive weeks, as required by the 
order of the board of commissioners; and, in addition thereto, notices 
in the form of letters were mailed to each of the voters, and a full and 
free expression had in both elections. Wide publicity was given 
throughout the district in both elections, and, as a result, a large 
majority cast their ballots in favor of the enlargement of the district, 
and the issuance of the bonds. We think this objection must be over- 
ruled on authority of Hill v. Skinner, 169 N. C., 405; Briggs v. Raleigh, 
166 N. C., 149; Younts v. Comrs., 151 N. C., 582. See, also, Miller 
v. School District, ante, 197. 
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The object of notice, both of the registration and election, is to give 
every qualified voter a frce and fair opportunity to express his opinion 
on the question submitted to the people for their approval or disap- 
proval; and there is no suggestion or allegation that this was not done 
in the instant case, nor that the result would have been otherwise if 
further notice had been given. Each voter was given personal notice by 
mail in addition to the published notices; and a large majority of them 
did register and vote. The registration books were kept open from 
8 June to 1 July in the first election, and from 11 August to 2 Septem- 
ber in the second election. “The failure to give notice for the full time 
before an election required by statute will not render the election invalid, 
if there were sufficient notice thereof and a full vote.” 10 A. & E. 
(2 ed.}, 630. 

The judgment upholding the validity of the consolidation and the 
proposed issue of bonds must be sustained. 


Affirmed. 





S. P. COLE et at, v. THE SCHOOL COMMITTEE OF CARTHAGE 
GRADED SCHOOL. 


(Filed 18 December, 1922. } 
School Districts —Schools—Consolidation—Taxation—Bonds—Elections. 
(For digest, see Heckert v. Graded School, ante, 475.) 


AppraL by plaintiffs from Brock, J., at chambers in Wadesboro, 30 
November, 1922, from Moors. 

Civil action to restrain the defendants from issuing and offering for 
sale certain school bonds, upon the alleged ground that the elections 
under which the district in question, to wit, the Carthage Graded School 
District, was enlarged, and the bonds approved by a majority of the 
qualified voters resident within the enlarged district, were illegally held, 
and are therefore void. 

From an order denying the application for relief, plaintiffs appealed. 


S. R. Hoyle for plainirffs. 
U. L. Spence for defendants. 


Sracy, J. The pertinent and controlling facts in the instant case are 
substantially similar to those in Heckert v. Graded School, ante, 475, just 
decided, and for the reasons assigned in that opinion—the two cases 
being governed by the same principles—it follows that his Honor below 
was correct in denying the plaintiffs’ application for injunctive relief. 
The validity of the consolidation, and of the proposed issue of bonds, 
will be upheld. 

Affirmed. 
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THE SKYLAND. HOSIERY COMPANY v. AMERICAN RAILWAY 
HXPRESS COMPANY. 


(Filed 18 December, 1922.) 


1. Evidence—Burden of Proof—Carriers of Goods—Express Companies— 


Loss of Shipment—Trials—Appeal and Error. 


In an action against an express company to recover a certain amount of 
currency alleged to have been stolen while in the defendant’s possession 
under its contract of carriage, and delivered to it in a bag also containing 
silver money, sealed and delivered in the same condition to the plaintiff, 
the consignee, and opened by the plaintiff in the absence of the defend- 
ant’s agents or employees, when the Joss was first discovered, the burden 
of proof is on the plaintiff to show this fact in issue, upon the principle 
that this particuiar fact, necessary to be proved, was peculiarly within 
the plaintiff’s knowledge, and this principle involving an important and 
indispensable right, it is reversible error for the trial judge to place the 
burden of proof thereof upon the defendant. 


2. Same. 


In an action against a common carrier to recover for the loss of or 
damage to a shipment of goods under a contract of carriage, the plaintiff 
must show the delivery to the carrier; an undertaking on the carrier’s 
part, express or implied, to transport them; a failure cf the carrier to 
perform its contract or duty, #. e., nondelivery of the goods or delivery 
in a damaged condition; and upon the failure of the plaintiff to thus make 
out a prima facie case the carrier is not required to offer any evidence. 


8. Carriers of Goods—Express Companies—Contracts—W aiver—Limita- 


tion by Contract. 


The principles of law involved in this action to recover for a part loss 
in the shipment of currency, etc., while in defendant company’s possession 
under its contract of carriage, relating to a waiver by the defendant of 
the stipulation that demands for the alleged loss be made against the 
carrier in ninety days, etc., and the commencement of the suit within a 
year, etc., are decided in Dizon v. Davis, ante, 207; Thigpen v. R. R., 
ante, 38. 


ArpraL by defendant from Lane, J., at the May Term, 1922, of 
HENDERSON. 

Civil action to recover damages for failure to carry and to deliver a 
certain amount of money. 

Upon denial of liability, and issues joined, the jury returned the 
following verdict: 

“1. Was the currency in controversy delivered to the defendant at its 
office in Hendersonville, as alleged? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

‘2. Was said currency delivered to the plaintiff by the defendant at 
its office in Flat Rock, as alleged? Answer: ‘No.’ 
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“3. Was claim in writing for the alleged loss of money presented to 
the agent of the defendant company by the plaintiff within 90 days from 
the date of the alleged loss, as provided in contract of shipment between 
plaintiff and defendant? Answer: ‘No.’ 

“4, Was there a waiver of the right to have such claim made on the 
part of the defendant? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“5. Was suit to recover for said alleged loss of money commenced 
within one year after said alleged loss by the plaintiff? Answer: ‘No.’ 

“6, Was there a waiver of such agreement on the part of the defend- 
ant? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“7, What amount, if any, is the plaintiff entitled to recover of the 
defendant? Answer: ‘$730, and 6 per cent interest from time of cause 
of claim, 20 September, 1919, to this date, 5 June, 1922.’” 

From a judgment on the verdict in favor of plaintiff, the defendant 
appealed. 


Smith & Arledge for plarnicff. 
Michael Schenck for defendant. 


Sracy, J. It was alleged by the plaintiff that on 19 September, 
1919, the First Bank and Trust Company of Hendersonville, N. C., 
delivered to the American Railway Express Company a bag of money, 
containing $730 in currency (treasury certificates) and $379.95 in silver 
coin, making a total of $1,109.95, the same being consigned to the 
Skyland Hosiery Company at Flat Rock, N. C. When the defendant 
delivered said bag to the plaintiff on the following day it was ascer- 
tained, according to the plaintiff’s allegation, that the $730 in “cur- 
rency” had been removed therefrom. _ 

The defendant admitted receipt of a sealed bag, said to contain money, 
but denied, for want of sufficient knowledge or information, that it con- 
tained the treasury certificates, as alleged, and specifically denied that 
any amount of money was taken from said bag while in its possession 
or custody. 

The defendant further alleged that the bag was delivered to the plain- 
tiff at Flat Rock in the same condition, with the same contents, and 
under the same seal as when received by it at Hendersonville; that the 
plaintiff gave a clear receipt therefor; and that the plaintiff also failed 
to comply with the contract of shipment with respect to filing written 
notice of claim, and instituting suit within the time limits stipulated 
therein. 

It was admitted on the trial by both parties that the bag in question 
was sealed when received by the defendant, and that it was also sealed 
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when delivered to the plaintiff. It will be noted that the issues relate 
only to the “currency” and not to the entire contents of the bag, as it 
is conceded the silver coin or specie was received by the vlaintiff. With 
respect to the second issue, which was submitted over objection, his 
Honor placed the burden of proof on the defendant. In this we think 
there was error. In the first place, the issue, as framed, can hardly 
be said to arise on the pleadings. The defendant did not allege that it 
delivered the currency. It alleged that it delivered whatever it received. 
The plaintiff received the bag in a sealed condition, and it is admitted 
that no agent of the defendant was present when it was opened by the 
plaintiff. As to what it contained at that time is a fact peculiarly 
within the knowledge of the plaintiff. It is a rule of oractically uni- 
versal acceptance that where a particular fact, necessary to be proved, 
rests peculiarly within the knowledge of a party, upon him the law casts 
the burden of proving such fact. Re the Medea, 179 Fed., 786. This 
is but a just and reasonable requirement, because the fact in issue, 
though it may amount to a negative in form, is capable of affirmative 
proof by the party who knows, or who can easily ascerta:n, the truth of 
the matter. ‘From the very nature of the question in dispute,” says 
Mr. Best, “all, or nearly all, the evidence that could be adduced respect- 
ing 1t must be in the possession of, or be easily attainable by, one of the 
contending parties, who accordingly could at once put an end to litiga- 
tion by producing that evidence; while requiring his adversary to estab- 
lish his case, because the affirmative lay on him, or because there was a 
presumption of law against him, would, if not amounting to injustice, 
at least be productive of expense and delay. In order to prevent this, 
it has been established as a general rule of evidence that the burden of 
proof lies on the person who wishes to support his case by a particular 
fact which lies more peculiarly within his knowledge, or of which he is 
supposed to be cognizant.” Principles of Evidence, sec. 274. 

The rule as to the burden of proof is important and irdispensable in 
the administration of justice. It constitutes a substantial right of the 
party upon whose adversary the burden rests; and, therefore, it should 
be carefully guarded and rigidly enforced by the courts. S. v. Falkner, 
182 N. C., 798, and cases there cited. 

In an action against a common carrier to recover for the loss of or 
damages to a shipment of goods, the plaintiff must show: (1) delivery 
of the goods to the carrier; (2) an undertaking on his or its part, 
express or implied, to transport them; and (3) a failure to perform his 
or its contract or duty, 2. e., nondelivery of the goods or delivery in a 
damaged condition. 4 R. C. L., 915; 10 C. J., 372. “The plaintiff 
has a prima facie case when he shows the receipt of goods by the carrier 
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(as such), and their nondelivery or delivery in a damaged condition.” 
Mitchell v. &. f., 124 N. C., 239. But until this much is established, 
the carrier is not required to offer any evidence. Mfg. Co. v. R. R., 128 
N.C., 284; Marquette, etc., R. Co. v. Kirkwood, 45 Mich., 51. 

With respect to the remaining exceptions, those relating to the third 
and fifth issues, we are content to refer to the cases of Dixon v. Davis, 
ante, 207, and Thigpen v. RK. R., ante, 33. 

For the error, as indicated, the cause must be remanded for another 
trial, 

New trial. 








J. J. REDMON er at. vy. NETHERLANDS FIRE INSURANCE COMPANY. 
(Filed 18 December, 1922.) 


1. Actions—Causes—Parties—Misjoinder—Pleadings—Demurrer. 


The owner of certain lumber was indebted to two of the plaintiffs in a 
certain sum, and executed a deed in trust thereon to secure its payment, 
the trustee to dispose of the lumber for the payment of the debt and 
reconvey the balance thereof to the owner. The defendant insured the 
parties plaintiff, creditors of the owner, against loss by fire, payable to the 
trustee, and thereafter issued another policy, on the same lumber, payable 
to the creditors, and the person named in the deed of trust, as their 
interest may appear. The owner had assigned his interest in the second 
policy to a bank to secure a loan it had made to him, and a part of the 
lumber covered by the policies was destroyed by fire: Held, the owner, 
his creditors, and trustee in the deed of trust, and the bank were all 
variously interested, and properly united as parties plaintiffs in an action 
on the policy, and that the loss by fire was the common cause thereof; 
and that a demurrer for misjoinder of parties and causes of action was 
properly overruled, especially is this proper when it has been made to. 
appear that the creditors secured by the deed of trust had acquired the 
interest of the owner and of the bank. 


2. Same—Amencments—Statutes. 


Upon the facts in this case, it is held, on appeal, that the trial court 
properly allowed the plaintiffs to amend their complaint to allege that 
some of the plaintiffs had acquired the interests of the others in a policy 
of insurance against loss by fire, in furtherance of justice, under the pro- 
visions of C. 8S., 547. 


AppraL by defendants from Shaw, J., at chambers, 21 April, 1922, 


from Manison. . 
The defendant demurred upon the ground that there was a misjoinder 


of both parties and causes of action. 
31—184 
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Joe M. Burlinson owed the plaintiffs, J. J. Redmon and W. H. 
Redmon, trading and doing business as J. J. Redmon & Son, and as 
individuals, the sum of $20,000. Later Burlinson secured this debt by 
conveying to J. C. Redmon as trustee 1,250,000 feet of lumber, as set 
out in the complaint, said lumber to be disposed of by said trustee and 
sufficient of the proceeds realized therefrom to be paid by the trustee to 
said J. J. Redmon and W. H. Redmon to satisfy said debt of Burlinson, 
and the balance of said proceeds and any lumber unsold (after deduct- 
ing certain necessary expense items) to be paid over and reconveyed by 
the trustee to said Burlinson. 

On 27 July, 1921, the defendant insured J. J. Redmor. & Son against 
the loss or destruction of said lumber by fire, issuing to them, as insured, 
a $20,000 fire insurance policy, payable to J. C. Redmon, trustee. 

On 2 August, 1921, the defendant issued an additional policy insur- 
ing W. H. Redmon and J. J. Redmon against the loss or destruction of 
said lumber by fire issuing to them, as insured, a $5,000 fire insurance 
policy, payable to Joe M. Burlinson and J. C. Redmon, as their interest 
in said lumber might appear. 

Prior to the issuance of either of said policies, Joe M. Burlinson was 
also indebted to the Bank of Yancey in the sum of $1,700, and after the 
issuance of the said $5,000 policy, assigned his interest in the same to 
said bank as collateral security for his said debt to them of $1,700. 
After issuance of said policies, and while both of same were in full force, 
900,000 feet of said lumber was destroyed by one fire, and was valued, 
as plaintiffs allege in this complaint, at the sum of $27,000, and the 
plaintiffs further allege that defendant, by the terms of said insurance 
policies, became indebted to plaintiffs according to their respective rights 
and interests in said destroyed lumber to the extent of the face value of 
said policies, to wit, in the sum of $25,000. | 

The plaintiffs were permitted to amend their complaint to set out 
that the interests of the Bank of Yancey and of Joe M. Burlinson in the 
$5,000 policy had been acquired by J. J. and W. H. Redmon, and the 
demurrer was overruled. Defendant appealed. 


George M. Pritchard and Guy v. Roberts for plaintiffs. 
T. A. Hammond and Jones, Williams & Jones for defendant. 


Crark, C. J. The single exception is to the judgment permitting 
plaintiffs to amend and overruling the demurrer. 

It was manifestly in furtherance of justice to permit plaintiffs to 
amend so as to show that plaintiffs, J. J. Redmon and W. H. Redmon, 
trading and doing business under the firm name of J. J. Redmon & Son, 
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had acquired the interest of plaintiffs, Bank of Yancey and Joe M. 
Burlinson, in the said $5,000 policy. This amendment eliminated all 
question as to misjoinder either of parties or actions, since from the 
very nature of the case J. C. Redmon, trustee, and W. H. and J. J. 
Redmon have the sole interest in the result of the action as to both of 
said policies. 

The court, at any time before or after final judgment, can permit an 
amendment in furtherance of justice. C.S., 547. But irrespective of 
said amendment, there has been neither a misjoinder of parties or causes 
of action. 

The Code of Civil Procedure provides that those united in interest 
must be joined as plaintiffs. It also provides that causes of action may 
be joined when they arise out of the same transaction, or transactions 
connected with the same subject of action. Plaintiffs are all parties 
united in interest, and the causes of action arise out of the same trans- 
action, and a transaction connected with the subject of the action. 
Quarry Co. v. Construction Co., 151 N. C., 349. 

In Pretzfelder v. Ins. Co., 116 N. C., 495, the plaintiff’s stock of 
merchandise was insured in several different fire insurance companies, 
each of which companies, under the terms of the respective policies, was 
to pay its proportionate share of any loss occasioned by fire. Subse- 
quently the goods were damaged by fire and the plaintiffs brought a 
single action on all of said policies, joining all of said fire insurance 
companies as defendants. The Court held that “there was not only no 
misjoinder of parties, but that the joinder was essentially proper.” 

In the Pretzfelder case, supra, the Court said that if separate suits 
had been brought, then the same propositions of law and the same 
evidence would have been to go over in five different actions, and at an 
expense of five times the court costs, and a needless waste of the Court’s 
time, and with the prospect of five different juries assessing the loss at 
five different amounts. 

The same and stronger reasons exist for joinder of parties and causes 
of action in this case. Both policies are issued by the same company, 
and to J. J. Redmon and W. H. Redmon. The same fire occasioned the 
loss under each policy. The same lumber is insured under each policy. 
Joe M. Burlinson, as debtor of J. J. Redmon and W. H. Redmon, to the 
extent of $20,000, and as owner of the excess of said lumber above the 
amount necessary to discharge said indebtedness, and not destroyed by 
fire, was interested in the result of each of said causes of action, the 
amount of lumber left to him after the extinguishment of his said debts 
depends upon the amount of money recovered in said causes of action. 
Joe M. Burlinson was also united in interest with other plaintiffs as 
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payee under said $5,000 policy. J. C. Redmon, as trustee, was inter- 
ested in the recovery under both causes of action, in the $20,000 policy 
by express designation as the payee, and in the second or $5,000 policy 
according to his rights, and his only rights being that of trustee to sell 
said lumber and pay off said $20,000 debt. The Bank of Yancey was 
interested in the result of each of said causes of action in that it was 
entitled to hold the interest of Joe M. Burlinson in the $5,000 policy to 
secure its said debt of $1,700. 

The above would be valid reasons for the joinder had not J. J. Red- 
mon and W. H. Redmon, trading and doing business under the firm 
name of J. J. Redmon & Son, acquired the interest of the Bank of 
Yancey and of Joe M. Burlinson in said $5,000 policy, but with said 
interests so acquired there can be no misjoinder of parties nor of causes 
of action. 

Affirmed. 





THE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF BUNCOMBE COUNTY et at. v. BRAY 
BROTHERS COMPANY. 


(Filed 13 December, 1922.) 


1. School Districts—Schools—Consolidation—Statutes. 


It is not necessary to the valid consolidation of nonspecial school tax 
districts with special school tax districts that it be approved by the voters 
of the nonspecial school tax districts, when the questions of taxation and 
bond issues are not involved, C. S., 5478, and especially so when the con- 
solidation has been made according to the provisions of a Public-Local 
Law applicable to the county wherein the consolidation has been made. 


2. Same—Taxation—Bonds—Nontax Territory—Elections. 


Where a Public-Local Law relating to a county wherein special school 
tax districts and nonspecial school tax territory have been consolidated 
into one district does not require a separate yote by the nonspecial tax 
territory upon the question of special taxation and the issuance of bonds 
for school purposes, objection to the yalidity of such taxation and bonds. 
for the failure to vote separately thereon cannot be sustained; and after 
such consolidation, the consolidated district is authorized to vote special 
tax rates for schools in the entire district, under the gereral law. Laws 
1921, ch. 179. 


8. Same. 


Where special school tax districts and nonspecial school tax districts 
have been consolidated, and the district as a whole has voted, but sepa- 
rately as to each district, approving the question of special taxation for 
school purposes, and the election as to each, inctusive of the nontax terri- 
tory, is upheld, counting the votes separately therein, the result of the 
election will be declared valid. C. S.. 5580. 
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4, Same—Poll Tax—Property Tax. 


Since the adoption of the constitutional amendment of 1920, a special 
school district may not impose a tax upon the polls for school purposes; 
and where a poll tax. and a property tax have both been favorably voted 
for at an election held for the purpose, the tax upon the poll will be held 
unconstitutional and the property tax upheld by the courts. 


3. Constitutional Law — Contracts — Vested Rights—School Districts— 
Schools—-Taxation. 


The constitutional amendment of 1920 will not have the effect of relat- 
ing back and invalidating taxation on the polls in a school district which 
had met the constitutional requirement before the amendment had become 
the law; for such would have the effect of impairing vested rights exist- 
ing under a valid contract. 


Apprat by defendant from Lane, J., at November Term, 1922, of 
BuNcoMBE. 

Controversy without action, submitted on an agreed statement of facts. 

This suit is brought to determine the validity of certain school bonds, 
issued by the Swannanoa Consolidated Public School District pursuant 
to Public-Local Laws 1915, ch. 722, and authorized by an election held 
in said school district on 14 December, 1921. The legality of the con- 
solidation of said district has been attacked, as well as the validity of 
certain special taxes, voted in said district by a majority of the qualified 
voters at an election held on the day above mentioned. 

The district in question was established by the board of education of 
Buncombe County on 3 October, 1921, by consolidating one special tax 
district, Swannanoa, with three nonspecial tax districts, namely: Bee 
Tree, Pickens, and Azalia. 

On the same date that the new district was formed, there was pre- 
sented to the county board of education a petition of one-fourth of the 
freeholders in the new district; that 1s to say, in the new consolidated 
district, requesting that an election be called to ascertain the will of the 
people in the new district on the question of levying a special annual 
tax “to supplement the public schoo] fund, which may be apportioned to 
said district by the county board of education,” said tax to be not more 
than thirty cents on the $100 valuation of property and ninety cents 
on the poll. 

On the same date, 3 October, 1921, the county board of education 
submitted this petition to the board of county commissioners of Bun- 
combe County, together with a petition of the county board of education 
for an election in the new district, pursuant to Public-Local Laws 1915, 
ch. 722, on the question of issuing $50,000 of bonds of the district, and 
the levying of a special tax sufficient to pay the principal and interest 


of the same. 
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On the same date, 3 October, 1921, the board of county commissioners 
acted favorably on both petitions and ordered two elections to be held in 
the district on 14 December, 1921—one on the specia] maintenance tax 
and the other on the bond issue, and tax to pay the sarne. 

In the notice which was duly given by the board of county commis- 
sioners on the question of issuing the bonds, it was recited that the bonds 
were to be voted and issued under the provisions of Public-Local Laws 
1915, ch. 722, and the election authorizing the said special tax for 
maintenanee was ordered under C. S., 5526. Both elections were duly 
carried in favor of the respective propositions by a majority of the 
qualified voters in said consolidated school district. 

The bonds were duly advertised and sold to the defendant. The 
defendant now declines to complete the purchase and to pay for said 
bonds, contending that the election on the maintenance tax should have 
been held only in the former nonspecial tax territory, as provided by 
C. S., 5530; that is to say, the nonspecial tax territories should have 
been permitted to vote separately upon the question of said special tax. 
The defendant further contends that the bonds authorized at said elec- 
tion are not valid obligations of the said school district, for the reason 
that the consolidation of said district by the county board of education 
is void for the reason that the nonspecial tax territories were not per- 
mitted to vote separately. The matter was heard by lis Honor, Henry 
P. Lane, judge of the Superior Court, and a decree was entered uphold- 
ing the validity of the bonds, the validity of the special tax, and the 
validity of the consolidation, and from this judgment the defendant has 
appealed to this Court. 


G. A. Thomasson and Charles N. Malone for plainttffs. 
George D. Robertson for defendant. 


Sracy, J., after stating the case: The defendant contends that the 
new Swannanoa Consolidated Public School District was not legally 
established in that the three nonspecial tax districts, Bee Tree, Pickens, 
and Azalia, were not allowed to vote on the question of consolidation. 
This was not necessary under Public-Local Laws 1915, ch. 722, a special 
statute applicable only to Buncombe County. Indeed, for the bare 
purpose of consolidation, no election is necessary under the general law. 
C. 8., 5473. The county board of education in any county may, how- 
ever, in its discretion, ask for an election on the question of consolidation 
or the new formation of a district, and submit the question of a special 
tax or the issuance of bonds at the same time, but it is not required to 
doso. C.S., 5526. Hicks v. Comrs., 183 N. C., 394; Perry v. Comrs., 
183 N. C., 389. Of course, where the authorities elect to proceed in a 
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given way, under a general or special statute, they are required to 
observe the provisions of the law under which they are proceeding. 
Proctor v. Comrs., 182 N. C., 56. It is only when it comes to levying 
special taxes and issuing bonds that more serious questions arise. Hicks 
v. Comrs., supra; Perry v. Comrs., supra. 

In regard to the election for the special maintenance tax and the 
election on the question of issuing bonds in the case at bar, it 1s con- 
tended by the defendant that the original nonspecial tax territory 
should have voted separately on both questions. Such a separate vote 
for the authorization of the bonds is not required by Public-Local Laws 
1915, ch. 722. And after the consolidation of school districts, even 
under the general law, it is provided that they “shall have authority to 
vote special tax rates for schools on the entire district in accordance with 
law.” Public Laws 1921, ch. 179. | 

Furthermore, in those cases where the nonspecial tax territory is 
required to be given a separate vote under C. §., 5530, and although the 
district may vote as a whole, yet if a favorable majority vote be cast in 
said election by the voters in the nonspecial tax territory, counting said 
vote separately, the election will be upheld. Burney v. Comrs., ante, 
274; Barnes v. Comrs., ante, 325. 

But the validity of the consolidation and formation of this particular 
district, and also the validity of the bonds now in question were both 
approved by us in the recent case of Wilson v. Comrs., 183 N. C., 638, 
and we must adhere to that decision. See, also, Comrs. v. Malone, 179 
N.C., 110, and Miller v. School District, ante, 197. 

We observe, however, that a poll tax as well as a property tax was 
authorized by both elections held on 14 December, 1921. This is not a 
county tax, but a special district tax. Hence, the poll tax must be held 
to be invalid under the constitutional amendment of 1920. Hammond 
v. McRae, 182 N. C., 754. See, also, Burney v. Comrs., supra. The 
property tax will be sustained. But it may be well to note that as to all 
liabilities heretofore incurred, and bonds previously issued under statutes 
or elections, requiring the levy of a tax on both property and poll, the 
authority and obligation to levy a tax on both will continue; for a state, 
no more by constitutional amendment than by statute, will be permitted 
to impair the vested rights of creditors held by them in assurance of 
their debt. Smith v. Comrs., 182 N. C., 149. 

As thus modified, the judgment of his Honor will be affirmed. 

Modified and affirmed. 
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MRS. SARAH C. LEDBETTER vy. D. L. CULBIJERSON. 
(Filed 18 December, 1922.) 


1. Wills—lInterpretation—Intent—Irreconcilable Provisions, 

In construing a will, the intent of the testator, as) embodied in the 
entire instrument, must prevail, and each and every part must be given 
effect if it can be done by fair and reasonable intendment; and where, 
under this rule, it appears that a later item of a devise or bequest therein 
is irreconcilable with a former one, the general rule is that the last 
expression will prevail. 


2. Same—Title—-Contracts to Convey=—Deeds and Conveyances. 


By the first item of the will a testator devised and bequeathed to his 
wife “all of my property whatever and wherever found, . . . during 
her natural life only, the returns, income, and dividends accruing upon 
such stock as I may own at the time of my death” in a certain manufac- 
turing concern; and provided in a later item that at the death of the wife 
the designated stocks and real estate not specifically including the locus 
in quo shall go to certain named collateral relations, with “remainder of 
my estate, both real and personal, not otherwise disposed of” to his wife, 
the title to vest in her absolutely and unconditionally a* his death. After 
the testator’s death the defendant contracted to purchase the locus in quo 
from the widow, and refused to accept her deed, denying her title under 
the will: Held, under a proper construction of the will, it was the intent 
of the testator that the fee-simple title to the lands in question should go 
to the widow under the later item of the will, which was reconcilable 
with the first thereof, and that the defendant comply with his contract of 
purchase. 


ApprEAL by defendant from Long, J., at November Term, 1922, of 
RicHMonp. 

Civil action, heard on case agreed. 

It appeared that plaintiff, the surviving widow and principal devisee 
under the will of her, husband, John L. Ledbetter, deceased, has con- 
tracted to sell to defendant a piece of her land, claiming to own same 
under the provisions of said will. Defendant, admitting the contract 
and title of John L. Ledbetter, as alleged, resists payment of the price 
agreed upon on the ground that the bargainor, under the terms of the 
will, did not have a good title. There was judgment ‘or plaintiff, and 
defendant excepted and appealed. 


W. Steele Lowdermilk for plainteff. 
Bynum & Henry for. defendant. 


Hoxeg, J. The title offered 1s dependent, as stated, on a proper con- 
struction of the will of John S. Ledbetter and the provisions of said 
will, and the facts more directly pertinent are stated in the “case agreed” 
as follows: 
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1. That John S. Ledbetter, at and before the time of his death, was a 
resident of Richmond County, North Carolina, and that his wife was 
Sarah C. Ledbetter, to whom he had been married for about 45 years. 

2. That John S. Ledbetter died on or about 29 April, 1922, at the 
age of 73 years, without children or lineal descendants, leaving a last 
will, an exact copy of which is as follows: 


Last Witt anp TrstaMEntT oF Jonn 8S. Lepserter, DecEasEp 


2 October, 1919. 
State of North Carolina and County of Richmond. 

I, John S. Ledbetter, of the State and county above written, doth 
hereby will, give, devise, and bequeath and by these presents doth will, 
give, devise and bequeath all of my property whatever and wherever 
found to my beloved wife, Sarah C. Ledbetter, during her natural life 
only, the returns, income and dividends accruing upon such stock as I 
may own at the time of my death in the Ledbetter Manufacturing 
Company. 


The will then provides that on the death of his wife these stocks and 
certain specified real estate, not including the piece of land, the subject- 
matter of the contract, shall go to collateral relatives named, and closes 
with the following: 

“TI give, devise, and bequeath unto my said beloved wife, Sarah C. 
Ledbetter, to be hers and for own absolute and exclusive right, benefit 
and behoof forever, all the remainder of my estate, both real and per- 
sonal, including money and choses in action, of which I may be seized 
and possessed. This item of my will bequeaths to my said wife all of 
my property of whatever kind and wheresoever located, not otherwise 
disposed of in this my will; and the title to all of same shall vest abso- 
lutely in my said wife unconditionally upon my death. 

“T hereby constitute and appoint my said wife, Sarah C. Ledbetter, as 
the sole executrix of this my will, and I desire and direct that she not 
be required to make any monetary appraisement or returns of any sort 
or character to any court or courts of her actings and doings as such 
executrix, and she is specifically relieved from giving any bond for the 
performance of her duties as executrix of this will.” 

Upon these items of the will, defendant contends that as the first 
clause gives all the testator’s property to his wife during her natural life 
only, this definite limitation is controlling, and that on the death of the 
wife the land not specifically devised will descend to the heirs at law of 
the testator, but the property in question, as stated, is not included in 
the specific or other devises to take effect at the death of the wife, and 
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comes as clearly under the last clause of the will that makes her the 
absolute owner of “all the remainder of my estate” to be hers in absolute 
and exclusive ownership forever. 

Tf the first and last items of this will are in irreconcilable conflict, 
the general rule is that the last shall prevail. Taylor v. Brown, 165 
N. C., 157-163; Haywood v. Trust Co., 149 N. C., at p. 218; Bard v. 
Baird, 42 N. C., 266. But to our minds there is no sich conflict pre 
sented. In Smith v. Lumber Co., 155 N. C., at p. 392, it is given as the 
accepted and well recognized position in the construction of wills: “That 
the intent of the testator, as embodied in the entire 1astrument, must 
prevail, and each and every part must be given effect if it can be done 
by fair and reasonable intendment, before one clause shall be construed 
as irreconcilable with another, citing Holt v. Holt, 114 N. C., 241, and 
Davis v. Frazier, 150 N. C., 447.” A statement that is in very general 
accord with the authorities on the subject. Satterwaite v. Wilkerson, 
173 N. C., 388; In re Knowles, 148 N. C., 465-468. 

Applying this wholesome rule of interpretation, we think it clear that 
in this will the testator intended his wife to have the ownership and 
control of all of his property, including the income and accruing divi- 
dends on his stock in the Ledbetter Manufacturing Company, for her 
life only. The will then making disposition of his stock and certain 
specified real estate, to take effect at her death, gave to the wife all the 
property that remained in absolute ownership forever. 

We therefore affirm his Honor’s decision that the title offered by the 
wife is a good one, and defendant must comply with his contract. 

Judgment affirmed. 

ADAMS, J., not sitting. 





MOUNTAIN STATE MICA COMPANY vy. J. E. BURLESON 
MINING COMPANY. 


(Filed 18 December, 1922.) 


1. Verdicts—Motion to Set Aside—Discretion of Court—-Courts—Appeal 
and Error—tTrials. 


A motion before the trial judge to set aside a verdict and award a new 
trial on the ground that the verdict was contrary to the weight of the 
evidence is addressed to the legal discretion of the judge, and his denying 
the motion is not reviewable on appeal when no abuse of discretion is 
shown. 


2. Appeal and Error—Evidence—-Fraud—Instructions—Verdict. 


Where the defense to an action to recover upon the notes sued on is 
fraud in the procurement of the notes, and the evidence is conflicting, an 
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exception by plaintiff that the judge failed to charge the jury that there 
was insufficient evidence of the fraud comes too late after a verdict in 
defendant’s favor to be considered on appeal. 


AppxraL by plaintiff from Bryson, J., at the April Term, 1922, of 
MitTcuH2x.Lt. | 


M. L. Wilson, McBee & Berry, and Hudgins, Watson & Washburn 
for plaintiff. 

Charles E. Greene, W. C. Newland, S. J. Ervin, and 8. J. Ervin, Jr., 
for defendant. 


Apams, J. On 10 March, 1920, the plaintiff sold to the defendant a 
lease on the Clarissa Mica Mine at the agreed price of 820,000, of which 
one-fourth was paid in cash and the remainder evidenced by three prom- 
issory notes, each in the sum of $5,000, payable respectively four, eight, 
and twelve months after date. The defendant paid the first two of 
these notes and declined to pay the third. The plaintiff then brought 
suit, and the defendant resisted judgment on the ground that the execu- 
tion of the note had been procured by the fraud of the plaintift’s officers 
and agents. The execution of the note was admitted. The jury an- 
swered the issue as to fraud in favor of the defendant, and assessed its 
consequent damage at $5,000. Before the judgment was signed, the 
plaintiff made a motion to set aside the verdict and award a new trial 
on the ground that the verdict was contrary to the weight of the evi- 
dence. The motion was overruled, and the plaintiff excepted. The 
denial of this motion was discretionary and not appealable, no abuse of 
discretion being shown. Clothing Co. v. Bagley, 147 N. C., 37; Cates 
v. Tel. Co., 151 N. C., 498. No other reason was assigned before judg- 
ment as ground for a new trial; but in the case on appeal appear certain 
exceptions to his Honor’s instructions to the jury. These instructions 
relate to the issue of fraud, and the only ground of the exceptions is that 
his Honor did not charge the jury that the evidence on this question was 
not sufficient to warrant its submission to the jury. While the testi- 
mony of the witnesses was conflicting, there was evidence of fraud; but, 
at any rate, when the objection that the evidence is not sufficient is first 
made after the verdict it is too late, and will not be considered. <A party 
who voluntarily submits his cause to a jury upon evidence to which no 
objection is made cannot, after taking his chances, be heard to complain 
that such evidence was insufficient. Shields v. Whitaker, 82 N. C., 516, 
Leggett v. Leggett, 88 N. C., 114; Hemphill v. Hemphill, 99 N. C., 441; 
Holden v. Strickland, 116 N. C., 185. 

We find no error which entitles the plaintiff to a new trial. 


No error. 
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MARGARET J. CAMPBELL vy. CITY OF ASHEVILLE. 
(Filed 18 December, 1922.) 


Pleadings—Motion to Extend Time for Filing—Courts—Clerks of Court— 
Jurisdiction—Appeal and Error. 


Under the provisions of Revisal, sec. 466, before those of Public Laws 
1921, ch. 304, went into effect, the latter being an act to restore the Code 
of Civil Procedure in regard to pleadings and practice, and to expedite 
and reduce the cost of litigation, it was discretionary with the judge of 
the Superior Court to allow extension of time for the filing of pleadings, 
and where the complaint in an action had not been filed in the time 
allowed by law, under the provisions of the former statute, and the later 
procedure is in effect at the time of the plaintiff’s motion for time to file 
complaint, such motion should be made before the judge, and not before 
the clerk of the court; and where it has been made before the clerk, and 
the judge has erroneously held that the clerk has power to extend the 
time for filing the complaint, the case will be remanded, on appeal, in 
order that the judge may treat the appeal from the clerk as if the motion 
had originally been made before him, and pass upon it in the exercise of 
his sound discretion. 


AppraL by defendant from Shaw, J., at the April Term, 1922, of 
BuNcoMBE. 


Wells & Swain and Jones, Williams & Jones for plaintiff. 
George Pennell and J. W. Haynes for defendant. 


Apams, J. In this action the summons was issued on 24 May, 1919, 
returnable to the July term under the practice then prevailing, but the 
complaint was not filed until 8 November, 1921. On 19 November, 
1921, in pursuance of a motion duly served on the plairtiff, the defend- 
ant made a motion before the clerk to dismiss the action, and at the 
hearing the clerk granted the motion “as a matter of law under Public 
Laws of 1920, ch. 96.” The plaintiff appealed, and the judge held that 
the clerk had power in his discretion to allow time in which to file the 
complaint and reversed the judgment. Thereupon the defendant ex- 
cepted and appealed to the Supreme Court. 

The act entitled “An act to restore the provisions of the Code of Civil 
Procedure in regard to process and pleadings, and to expedite and reduce 
the cost of litigation” went into effect on 1 July, 1919, and Consolidated 
Statutes on 1 August, 1919. Public Laws 1919, ch. 304; C. S., 8107. 
At the time the summons was issued the following statute was in force: 
“The plaintiff shall file his complaint in the clerk’s office on or before 
the third day of the term to which the action is brougt.t, otherwise the 
suit may, on motion, be dismissed at the cost of the plaintiff.” Revisal, 
sec. 466. The clause “otherwise the suit may, on motion, be dismissed” 
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was omitted in the act of 1919, but was brought forward in Consolidated 
Statutes (sec. 505), and continued in effect until amended at the Extra 
Session of 1920. Public Laws, Extra Session 1920, ch. 96; Public Laws 
1921, ch. 96. The Extra Session of 1921 convened after the clerk’s 
judgment in this cause was rendered. The parties concede that the sole 
question presented is whether the clerk had legal authority to allow the 
complaint to be filed under the circumstances disclosed by the record. 

In our opinion the appeal is not to be determined by the provisions 
of the acts of 1919 or 1920, either as originally enacted or as subse- 
quently amended. The several acts restoring the provisions of the Code 
of Civil Procedure were evidently not intended to apply to cases in 
which the summons was issued before either of the acts went into effect, 
and was made returnable before the court in term. The authority of 
the clerk to extend the time for filing pleadings in a civil action is con- 
fined to cases in which the summons is returnable under the present 
procedure before the clerk at a fixed date, and not to cases in which 
under the former practice it was made returnable before the judge. 

In the present case the summons was issued before either of these acts 
went into effect; the defendant was summoned to appear before the 
judge at the July term of the Superior Court; and whether the time for 
filing pleadings should be enlarged was a question to be determined by 
the judge as under the former practice and not by the clerk. We think 
the clerk had no jurisdiction to dispose of the motion, and that his 
Honor should have treated the appeal as a motion made originally 
before him, and should have exercised his discretion in saying whether 
in the administration of justice the plaintiff should be permitted to file 
her complaint. C. S., 687; In re Anderson, 182 N. C., 243; Gwinn 
v. Parker, 119 N. C.,19; Barley v. Comrs., 120 N. C., 388; Woodsack v. 
Merriman, 122 N. C., 735; Church v. Church, 158 N. C., 565; Lloyd 
v. Lumber Co., 167 N. C., 97. 

The judgment is reversed, and the cause remanded for further action 
by the presiding judge. 

Reversed and remanded. 
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H. C. SUGG anp Wire v. W. A. POLLARD. 
(Tiled 20 December, 1922.) 


1. Judgments—Liens—-Priorities—Lis Pendens. 


The question of lis pendens does not arise in considering the priority 
of liens between judgments obtained and docketed at different times. 


2. Judgments—Liens—Material Men-—Laborers—Homestead—Waiver. 


A debtor may not claim his homestead (Const., Art. X, sec. 4) against 
the lien of a judgment in favor of the furnishers of me.terial, etc.; and 
were it otherwise, he musf claim it in apt time or he will be deemed to 
have waived it; and this right being personal to him, it cannot be asserted 
by his creditors. 

3. Liens-—Material Men—Venue—Motions—Removal of Causes—Trans- 
fer of Causes—~Waiver—Judgments—Statutes. 

An action to enforce a lien for materials furnished and used in a 
building is not specifically required to be brought in the county wherein 
the building is situated, but comes within the provisions of C. S., 469, 
making the venue where the plaintiffs or defendants reside, ete; and 
where the venue is improper, the action may nevertheless be proceeded 
with to judgment, unless demand for a change of venue is made on 
motion, the failure to do so being a waiver of the right. Where a judgment 
establishing a lien of this character has been obtained by timely procedure 
in a different county from that wherein the building is situate, and the 
defendant debtor has appeared and has entered no objection, upon docket- 
ing the judgment in the county of the situs of the property, the court 
may appoint a commissioner to sell the property in subjection to the lien. 
Sembdle, this applies to instances where the statutes specify the venue. 


4. Liens — Material Men — Removal of Causes—Transfer of Causes— 
Docket—Entries. 


Where a judgment establishing a lien for material furnished and used 
in a building has been transferred and docketed in the county wherein 
the building is situated, the mere fact that the entry on the judgment 
docket in the latter county does not specify this kind of lien is immaterial 
when the judgment filed therein specifically does so. 


AppgeaL by defendant from Brock, J., at chambers in New Bern, 
28 November, 1922, from Pirv. 

This case was submitted upon an agreed statement of facts. It ap- 
pears therefrom that on 25 May, 1921, J. W. Stout & Company filed 
notice of lien in the office of the clerk of the Superior Court of Pitt 
against the Farmville Auto Service Company, owners of the land and 
buildings duly described in said lien, on which they claimed a laborers’ 
and material man’s and mechanic’s lien for the sum of $13,694.83— 
which was in due form and duly recorded in the lien book in said office. 
The land and buildings on which the lien was filed le in Pitt County. 
On 27 June, 1921, Stout & Company brought an action in the Superior 
Court of Lee against the Farmville Auto Service Company in which the 
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plaintiffs asked judgment against the defendant in the sum of $13,694.83, 
and that it be declared a lien upon the property described in the com- 
plaint and lien, and that a commissioner be appointed to sell the said 
land under the lien filed in Pitt County above referred to. 

At October Term, 1921, of the Superior Court of Lee judgment was 
rendered by Cranmer, J., for the sum demanded, decreeing the validity 
of the lien and sale thereunder, and appointing a commissioner to make 
such sale, which judgment was transcripted and filed and docketed in 
the office of the clerk of Superior Court of Pitt on 2 December, 1921, 
more than 6 months from filing of the notice of the lien in Pitt. There 
was entered on the judgment docket of Pitt County a transcript of said 
judgment for the aforesaid sum, and interest from 1 December, 1920, 
until paid, and the judgment in full was certified and filed in the judg- 
ment roll in the office of the clerk of the Superior Court of Pitt. 

After the docketing of the said Lee County judgment in Pitt on 
2 December, 1921, and prior to the sale of the land in controversy, which 
was covered by said hen, several judgments were taken against the 
Farmville Auto Service Company, aggregating several thousand dollars, 
and docketed in the office of the clerk of the Superior Court of Pitt. 
Pursuant to the aforesaid judgment of J. W. Stout & Company against 
the Farmville Auto Service Company, which was taken in Lee and 
transcripted and docketed in Pitt, and to a supplemental order in Lee 
substituting Richard T. Martin in the place of D. B. Teague as com- 
missioner to make sale of the land described in the complaint, said 
Martin proceeded to advertise said land under said judgment and decree, 
and exposed the same for public sale on the premises on 29 April, 1922. 
Mrs. Carrie E. Sugg bid $20,000 for said land at said sale, and was 
declared the purchaser. The said sale was reported to the Superior 
Court of Lee, and the said commissioner was ordered to make deed to 
the purchaser on her complying with the bid; said order being made by 
Allen, J., at July Term, 1922, of Lee. 

R. T. Martin made deed to said Carrie E. Sugg of said land and 
property on 8 August, 1922, the deed being in regular form, and made 
final report to the Superior Court of Lee, which was approved and the 
commissioner discharged by Allen, J., at the October Term, 1922, of 
said County. 

On 10 August, 1922, the plaintiffs and the defendant entered into an 
agreement in writing by which the plaintiffs Carrie E. Sugg and hus- 
band agreed to sell to the defendant the real property described in the 
complaint (which had been sold under said decree and purchased by 
her), for the sum of $24,500 in cash, and to execute a deed in fee simple 
with full warranties and covenants conveying to the defendant a good 
and indefeasible title in fee simple, free and clear from all encumbrances, 
said deed to be executed and delivered on or before 11 November, 1922. 
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In accordance with the terms of said written agreement, the plaintiffs 
tendered to the defendant, on 10 November, 1922, a deed complying with 
the terms of said written agreement in fee simple, with full warranties 
and covenants, but the said defendant refused to accept said deed of 
conveyance and to pay over to the plaintiffs the agreed sum, alleging 
that the plaintiffs did not have a good title and could not convey to him 
a good and indefeasible title to the land in controversy, but asserted that 
he is ready and willing to accept a deed and pay the alleged considera- 
tion provided the plaintiffs would convey to him a good and indefeasible 
title to said land in controversy. It is admitted that all the proceedings 
above set forth were regular. The court rendered judgment in favor of 
the plaintiffs, and the defendant appealed. | 


F.C. Harding for plaintiffs. 
Julius Brown for defendant. 


Crark, ©. J. The defendant assigns as error that the action for 
which judgment was recovered upon the lien and debt wes not recovered 
in Pitt County, and no notice of lis pendens was ever filed in that 
county; that the suit “was brought by claimants in Lee County in June, 
1921, for judgment and to perfect and foreclose the lien filed in Pitt 
County, and that Lee County was the wrong venue, as the action should 
have been brought in Pitt; and that the judgment taken in Lee in 
October, 1921, was docketed in Pitt 2 December, 1921, more than 6 
months after filing of lien.” The bare fact that judgment for the plain- 
tiff and against defendant for the amount had been entered on the judg- 
ment docket, no mention of the hen being made on the docket in Pitt, is 
immaterial, for the judgment and decree in full was filed in the clerk’s 
office of Pitt. 

The defendant contends that the claimants lost their laborers’ and 
mechanics’ lien, and that the Lee County judgment dockeed in Pitt was 
only a personal judgment, under which execution could issue, and the 
sheriff could not sell the property without having the homestead allotted, 
and the sale and deed of R. T. Martin, commissioner, was illegal. 

It appears in the record that the judgments docketed subsequent to 
the docketing of the judgment of J. W. Stout & Company on 2 Decem- 
ber, 1921, were all obtained after the docketing of the decree and judg- 
ment under which the plaintiff, Carrie E. Sugg, bought. The question 
of lis pendens, therefore, does not apply. 

If this judgment had been merely a personal judgment against the 
defendant therein, and the sale was had under it, it would have conveyed 
a clear title to the purchaser independent of the lien, so far as appears 
upon the facts agreed. If the defendant in said judgment, the Farm- 
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ville Auto Service Company, was a corporation, as its title implies, it 
was not entitled to have the homestead set off, and if it was a partner- 
ship they made no claim to have the homestead allotted, and it does not 
appear that they had not already taken a homestead in other property. 
But the judgment taken in Lee recites the filing of the len in due time 
and regularly, and decreed that the property should be sold thereunder, 
and, it is stated in the facts agreed, this was certified in full and filed 
in the judgment roll in the office of the clerk of the Superior Court 
of Pitt. 

In the trial in Lee on the action to foreclose the lien, the defendants 
filed an answer and were represented by counsel, and the jury found, 
upon the issues submitted, that the contract for the construction of a 
garage building was made, as alleged; that the contractors, Stout & 
Company, completed the building 11 March, 1921, and that the balance 
due them was for $13,694.83, with interest as claimed, which was for 
labor and material furnished in the construction of said building alleged 
in the complaint, and that the plaintiff in apt time filed notice and 
claimed a lien in Pitt County, where the property was situated, upon 
which the garage was constructed, and the lien upon said building was 
regularly filed for the sum due. As against this lien, the homestead 
could not be claimed. Const., Art. X, sec. 4. Broyhill v. Gatther, 119 
N. C., 445, and cases cited thereto in Anno. Ed. 

It appears that the Farmville Auto Service Company was a partner- 
ship and not a corporation. If it had been the latter it could have 
claimed no homestead even if this had been merely a personal judgment. 
Being a partnership, the partners, if not already possessed of a home- 
stead, could have claimed it against a mere personal judgment, but this 
was a personal privilege, and if the defendants, duly served with sum- 
mons and appearing in the action, did not take any exception to the 
decree directing a sale of the property to satisfy the lien without the 
reservation of a homestead, they are estopped by the judgment. Indeed, 
they could have had no homestead as against the lien which was ad- 
judged against them—and certainly the owners of judgments docketed 
against them subsequent to the docketing of the judgment in this case 
cannot avail themselves of the plea that the homestead should have been 
set off as against this judgment. The right to a homestead is a personal 
privilege. 

The only defect set up by the defendant is that Lee County was the 
wrong venue for this action, in which both the debt and the lien were 
adjudged, and the sale directed to be made under the lien which had 
been duly filed in Pitt. 

Prior to the Code of 1868, a defect of venue was jurisdictional and 
ground for the dismissal of the action on a plea in abatement. Smith 
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v. Morehead, 59 N. C., 361; Killian v. Fulbright, 25 N. C., 9. This 
was changed by the Code of Civil Procedure adopted in. 1868. Therein 
the provision, now C. S., 463, required the following zauses of action 
to be brought 1n the county in which the subject of the action or some 
part thereof 1s situated, z. e., for recovery of real property; partition of 
real property; foreclosure of a mortgage of real property; and for 
recovery of personal property. C. S., 464, prescribes that actions for 
certain causes therein named should “be tried in the county where the 
cause of action, or some part thereof, arose,’ both of these sections 
adding, “subject to the power of the court to change the place of trial.” 
C.S., 465, prescribes that actions upon official bonds and against execu- 
tors and administrators, in their official capacity, shall be tried in the 
county where their bonds were given. OC. S., 466, prescribes the venue 
for actions by and against domestic corporations; and C. §., 467, the 
venue in actions against foreign corporations. Section 468 prescribes 
the venue in actions against railroads; and section 469 provides: 
“Venue. In all other cases the action must be tried in the county in 
which the plaintiffs or the defendants, or any of them, reside at its 
commencement,” ete., “subject” (as the other provisions are) “to the 
power of the court to change the place of trial.” Section 467 provides 
specifically as follows: “If the county designated for that purpose in the 
summons and complaint is not the proper one, the actior: may, however, 
be tried therein, unless the defendant, before the time of answering 
expires, demands in writing that the trial be conducted in the proper 
county, and the place of trial is thereupon changed by consent of parties 
or by order of the court.” 

The lien sued upon in this action was duly filed in the county of Pitt, 
where the land lay. It is not provided in any of these sections where the 
action to foreclose such lien should be brought, but if it had been brought 
in any of those cases where the venue 1s specifically prescribed, still the 
error in the venue would not have been fatal, and a judgment obtained 
in any county where the action was brought would not have been invalid 
for error in the venue, “unless the defendant, before the time of answer- 
ing expired, demanded in writing that the trial be conducted in the 
proper county, and the place of trial is thereupon changed by consent 
of parties, or by order of the court.” It has been repeatedly affirmed 
that “failure to demand change of venue in apt time is a waiver of the 
right.” McArthur v. Grofith, 147 N. C., 545; Allen-FPleming Co. v. 
R.R.,145 N.C., 37; Garrett v. Bear, 144 N. C., 26, and numerous other 
cases cited under C. S., 470. 

There is no venue prescribed as to an action to foreclose the lien 
under which this property was sold; and, therefore, for a stronger 
reason, this action, which was brought in another county than that 
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where the property lay, is valid. There was no motion to remove to 
Pitt County made by the defendant upon whom the summons in the 
action was duly served. Indeed, the proceedings in all respects, from 
start to finish, according to the facts agreed, were admitted to be regular 
except for the allegation that Lee County was the wrong venue. It 
appears from C. S., 469, that the venue was not required to be in any 
other county, and under C. S., 470, even if the venue was wrong, the 
failure to demand change of venue in apt time cured the defect. 

If the action had been brought in Lee County to foreclose a mortgage 
upon Jand lying in Pitt, a decree of foreclosure appointing a commis- 
sioner to sell said land rendered in Lee, there being no motion to remove 
taken in apt time, would have been valid. C.5S., 470. 

Upon the facts agreed, the judgment must be 

Affirmed. 





W. M. PERSON, For HIMSELF AND OTHER TAXPAYERS, V. BOARD OF STATE 
TAX COMMISSIONERS, anp A. D. WATTS, REVENUE COMMISSIONER. 


(Filed 20 December, 1922.) 


1. Constitutional Law—Taxation. 


The State Constitution vests exclusive authority in the Legislature to 
levy taxes, Art. V, sec. 3, which may not be interfered with by the courts, 
a coordinate part of the Government, when it is exercised within the 
constitutional restrictions. Art. I, sec. 8. 


2. Taxation ——- Corporations — Shares of Stock——Shareholders—Constitu- 
tional Law. 

Art. V, sec. 3, of our State Constitution requires legislative enactment 
for the levy of taxes, and objection to a statute that requires corporations 
to pay the taxes on every element of value that goes to make up their 
taxable assets, and specifically excludes the payment of taxes upon the 
shares of stock by the individual owner is untenable, and mandamus to 
compel the State Tax Commissioner to enforce the payment of taxes by 
the individual owner on his shares, contrary to the provisions of the 
statute, will not lie. The relation of the shareholders to the corporation, 
as creditors, discussed by ApAms, J. 


3. Constitutional Law—Mandamus—dActions—Controversy, 


While either the relator or respondent may raise constitutional ques- 
tions for the Court to pass upon in proceedings for mandamus, they must 
be material to the determination of the rights of the parties, so as to 
conclude them by judgment in the controversy presented to the courts; 
and the courts will not pass upon such questions when they merely pre- 
sent abstract principles not so related to the subject-matter of the action. 
Laws 1921, ch. 34, sec. 4. 


Stacy, J., concurring; WaLKER and Hoxg, JJ., concurring in both opinions; 
CLaRk, C. J., dissenting. 
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Peririon for mandamus, heard on demurrer by Calvert, J., at cham- 
bers in Raleigh, on 7 July, 1922. The demurrer was sustained, and 
the plaintiff appealed. 


W. M. Person for plaintiff. 
Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the defendant. 


ApaMgs, J. At the session of 1901 the General Assembly constituted 
the Corporation Commission a Board of State Tax Commissioners, and 
imposed upon such board certain duties relative to the listing, assess- 
ment, and taxation of property. The statutes defining and circum- 
scribing these duties, as modified or amended from time to time, have 
since been continued in force and effect; but on 8 March, 1921, the 
duties of the State Tax Commissioners were transferred to the State 
Department of Revenue to be performed after 1 May by the Commis- 
sioner of Revenue, except as otherwise provided, and thereupon the Tax 
Commission became functus officio. The original summons in the pro- 
ceeding was issued against the Board of State Tax Commissioners on 
6 May, 1922, and purports to have been served on the chairman of the 
board, but A. D. Watts, the commissioner of revenue, was thereafter 
made a party defendant, and the suit is prosecuted against him alone. 

On the day the summons was issued the plaintiff filed his “complaint 
and petition.” After reciting certain duties of the Tex Commission, 
the constitutional mandate that property shall be taxed by a uniform 
rule, and the statutory provisions for listing corporate property for 
taxation, he alleges in substance that all “exempting statutes” are un- 
constitutional, that shareholders in corporations by means of “device, 
camouflage, and fraud” evade the payment of all taxes except an “irre- 
ducible minimum on their visible property,” and bear none of the bur- 
dens of government, but leave them to be borne by the “rural home- 
steader” and the dwellers in cities and towns. He further alleges that 
the contention that a tax on stocks is paid by the corporations in which 
they are held is a “smoke sereen to hide the duplicity” of the owners 
from the “burdened taxpayers of the visible property of North Caro- 
lina,” and that the “board of State taxation” should require not only 
the capital stock of corporations, but the stocks held by individuals to be 
listed for taxation at their true value in money. 

The defendant demurred, and moved to dismiss the petition on the 
ground that it does not state a cause of action, and that the court had 
no jurisdiction to grant the relief demanded. His Honor sustained the 
demurrer, and the plaintiff appealed. 

Shorn of verbiage, the contention of the plaintiff is this: That the 
Constitution of North Carolina, Art. V, sec. 8, provides that “laws shall 
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be passed taxing by a uniform rule all moneys, credits, investments in 
bonds, stocks, joint-stock companies, or otherwise”; that stockholders 
should therefore lst for taxation in their own names all shares of stock 
held by them; that all statutes purporting to exempt the individual 
owner from the necessity of listing his stocks in this manner are void 
and of no effect; and that it is the duty of the defendant to enforce 
compliance with this construction of the constitutional provision. 

On the other hand, the defendant insists that the plaintiff’s contention 
is based on a misconception both of the constitutional requirement and 
of the laws enacted for the purpose of carrying it into effect, and that 
the existing method of taxing property, corporate and individual, is in 
strict compliance with the mandate of the organic law. 

These respective contentions illustrate a situation out of which have 
arisen two theories concerning the taxation of investments in the stocks 
of corporations. The first is that the statutory method just referred 
to is such an evasion of Article V, section 8, of the Constitution as 
exempts from taxation practically all shares of stocks in corporations 
(with a few exceptions) organized under the laws of North Carolina, 
and that while the corporation should pay a tax upon the capital stock, 
the shareholder should likewise pay a tax upon his investment in or 
contribution to such capital stock, the alleged reason being that the 
shares or certificates of stock are the individual property of the share- 
holder, and are separate and distinct from the capital stock of the corpo- 
ration. The advocates of the other theory concede that the property of 
a shareholder in the stock of a corporation is for certain purposes, and 
in a restricted sense distinct from the property owned by the corporation 
as a legal entity, but they say that shares of stock are, and for many 
years have been, returned for taxation by the proper officer of the corpo- 
ration on behalf of the owner, and that the tax assessed thereon is paid 
by the company; that the situs of the shares for taxation 1s transferred 
from the residence of the owner to the place where the principal office 
of the corporation is situated, and that this method assures the taxation 
of all shares of stock, many of which, especially those of nonresident 
owners, had previously escaped taxation; that in no other way is the 
stockholder relieved of the direct payment of tax on his stock; and that 
under these circumstances the payment of a tax on his shares by the 
individual owner would amount to double taxation, which, while not 
prohibited by the Constitution, has not been sanctioned by the General 
Assembly, It is further insisted that this method has been adopted by 
the Legislature as the most effective means of securing the best financial 
returns from such taxation, and that provision has been made for 
imposing upon all classes of assessable corporate property, real and 
personal (including the capital stock, the franchise, and shares of stock), 
a just and equitable proportion of the burdens of government. 


502 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 





PERSON v. WATTS. 


We have referred to these theories (to the first of which the plaintiff 
evidently adheres) for the purpose of showing the background of the 
plaintiff’s position and the basis upon which his complaint is made to 
rest; and upon inspection of the complaint, the demurrer, the motion 
to dismiss, and the argument of counsel, we have concluded that there 
are several cogent reasons for holding that the instant proceeding has 
been improvidently instituted, and that it cannot be msintained. 

In the first place, the relief sought could not be obtaired in any event 
without the exercise of legislative functions, and the plaintiff’s fatal 
error is found in the assumption that such functions may be exercised by 
the courts, notwithstanding the constitutional separation of the several 
departments of the government. The Declaration of Rights provides: 
“The legislative, executive, and supreme judicial powers of the govern- 
ment ought to be forever separate and distinct from each other.” Art. I, 
sec. 8. As to the wisdom of this provision there is practically no 
divergence of opinion—it 1s the rock upon which rests the fabric of our 
government. Indeed, the whole theory of constitutional government 
in this State and in the United States is characterized by the care with 
which the separation of the departments has been preserved, and by a 
marked jealousy of encroachment by one upon another. In Black’s 
Constitutional Law it is said: “It is a fundamental maxim of political 
science, recognized and carried into effect in the Federal Constitution 
and the constitutions of all the states, that good government and_the 
protection of rights require that the legislative, executive, and judicial 
powers should not be confided to the same person or body, but should 
be apportioned to separate and mutually independent departments of 
government” (p. 88). “As the rule, it may be said that the American 
state constitutions now divide the powers of government, and provide 
that no person or body belonging to one branch shall exercise powers 
or functions belonging to the others. But even in the absence of such 
an explicit declaration, the creation of the several departments and the 
description of their respective powers would be sufficient to secure each 
against encroachments by the others” (zbid., p. 86). 

The power to levy taxes is vested exclusively in the legislative depart- 
ment of the government. Constitution, Art. V. “Within constitu- 
tional lhmits, the power of the Legislature in matters of taxation is 
supreme, and its action cannot be revised or annulled by the judicial 
department. Nor can the courts be authorized or required by statute 
to levy and collect taxes, as that is a legislative function and not judi- 
cial.” Black Con. Law, 93. And Judge Cooley says: “It must always 
be conceded that the proper authority to determine what should and 
what should not constitute a public burden is the legislative department 
of the State. This is not only true for the State at large, but it is true, 
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also, in respect to each municipality or political division of the State; 
these inferior corporate existences having only such authority in this 
regard as the Legislature shall confer upon them.” Cons. Lim., 698. 

The courts have absolutely no authority to control or supervise the 
power vested by the Constitution in the General Assembly as a coérdi- 
nate branch of the government. They do not assume to direct the 
course of legislation or to share in the making of the laws or to exercise 
any power to repeal.a statute. They concede that the fundamental law 
guarantees to the Legislature the inherent right to discharge its func- 
tions and to regulate its internal concerns in accordance with law with- 
out interference by any other department of the government, and that 
their jurisdiction is limited to interpreting and declaring the law as it 
is written. It is only when the Legislature transcends the bounds pre 
scribed by the Constitution, and the question of the constitutionality 
of a law is directly and necessarily involved that the courts may say, 
“Hitherto thou shalt come, but no further.” 

It is in the light of these principles that we must consider the follow- 
ing provision, which has been enacted at each biennial session of the 
Legislature since 1887: “Individual stockholders in any corporation, 
joint-stock association, limited partnership, or a company paying a tax 
on its capital stock shall not be required to pay any tax on said stock 
or list the same, nor shall corporations legally holding capital stock in 
other corporations upon which the tax has been paid by the corporation 
issuing the same be required to pay any tax on said stock or list the 
same,” Laws 1921, ch. 34, sec. 4. 

It is evident, therefore, that the plaintiff has resorted to the courts 
for a writ of mandamus to compel the defendant to subject himself to 
hability to removal from office by doing an act which the law expressly 
forbids, and the futility of his application is found in the principle, 
unquestioned and fundamental, that an officer, inferior or other, is not 
responsible at the suit of private parties for the nonperformance of an 
act omitted by him in obedience to the commands of the law. This has 
been repeatedly decided. In Wilson v. Jenkins, 72 N. C., 5, there was 
an application for a mandamus to compel the Auditor of the State to 
audit and the Treasurer to pay certain coupons representing interest on 
the bonded debt of the State. The Legislature had passed an act pro- 
hibiting the Auditor from recognizing any claim for principal or inter- 
est on any portion of the bonded debt, and prohibiting the Treasurer 
from paying any claim for such interest, except as therein provided. 
The trial judge rendered judgment in favor of the defendant, and Chief 
Justice Pearson, affirming the judgment, said: “The General Assembly 
has absolute control over the finances of the State. The Public Treas- 
urer and Auditor are mere ministerial officers, bound to obey the orders 
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of the General Assembly. It follows that the courts have no power to 
compel, by mandamus, the Public Treasurer to pay a debt which the 
General Assembly has directed him not to pay, or the Auditor to give 
a warrant upon the Treasurer which the General Assembly has directed 
him not to give, unless the act of the General Assembly be void as violat- 
ing the Constitution of the United States or of this State.” To the 
same effect are Shaffer v. Jenkins, 72 N. C., 275; Boner v. Adams, 65 
N, C., 639, and the dissenting opinion of the present Chief Justice in 
White v. Auditor, 126 N. C., 596. 

But the plaintiff insists that this Court may declare an act of the 
Legislature unconstitutional, and that the statute in question 1s in con- | 
flict with Article V, section 3, of the Constitution, and hence should be 
disregarded. This question is hereinafter discussed, but to the sugges- 
tion there are two other answers which are conclusive against the plain- 
tiff’s demands. The first is this: Even if the act should be stricken out 
or declared to be ineffective, the plaintiff, upon the a-legations in his 
complaint, would still be without remedy. It will be seen upon a casual 
reading that section 3, Article V, of the Constitution is not self-execut- 
ing; in express terms it provides that laws shall be passed taxing prop- 
erty by a uniform rule; and unless such laws are passed property cannot 
be taxed. If the act were declared void, by what authority could the 
Court or the defendant enact a law commanding the shareholder to list 
his stocks for taxation? More than this, if the statute should be treated 
as of no effect, the parties would still be bound by another to the effect 
that the owner shall return for taxation only such investments, stocks, 
and bonds as are not taxed through the corporation itself. Laws 1921, 
ch. 38, sec. 40. 

And the second answer is that the record does not present for decision 
the constitutionality of the statute as a concrete question. It is true 
that the prayer for relief does not necessarily determine the nature of 
the action, but the allegations in the complaint considered in connection 
with the plaintiff’s demand for relief, present for decision an abstract 
question of law, merely a matter of academic interest. The plaintiff 
first prays the Court to “declare and adjudge any legislative enactment 
reducing and exempting property in North Carolina to be unlawful, 
unconstitutional, unjust, inequitable, and against publie policy.” This 
language evidently includes real and personal property Leld by the State 
and by counties, cities, towns, school districts, religious bodies, and 
educational and charitable institutions, besides such household and 
kitchen furniture, mechanical and agricultural implements, and other 
kinds of personal property as are expressly exempted from taxation; 
but we may reasonably assume that it 1s not the purpose of the proceed- 
ing to abolish the exemption which has been extended to such property. 
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It being urinecessary for this reason to consider the complaint in con- 
nection with the first prayer for relief, we may now advert to the second. 
The second prayer shows that the plaintiff’s object is to obtain a 
mandamus requiring the defendant to list “all property in stocks, com- 
mon and preferred,” in the names of the owners at its true value in 
money. In mandamus proceedings the constitutionality of a statute 
may be raised in proper cases by the relator or by the respondent—by 
the respondent where he claims that the invalidity of such statute ex- 
empts him from the performance of a duty which it purports to impose; 
and by the relator where he claims that such statute, by reason of its 
invalidity, excuses the respondent from doing an act or performing a 
duty to the relator’s hurt or injury. 18 R.C. L., 105. But on the face 
of the record neither of these conditions appears, or 1s in any way pre- 
sented to the Court. The statute referred to is not affirmative, but 
negative in its character. It provides that the individual stockholder 
“shall not be required to pay any tax on said stock,” and there is no 
statute requiring him to make such payment. If, for instance, instead 
of this negative enactment the Legislature had affirmatively required 
the Revenue Department to list for taxation all shares of stock in the 
names of the owners, leaving in effect the other existing laws with 
respect to the taxation of corporate property, or if the defendant had 
undertaken to list such shares in breach of the act, and a shareholder 
had sought to enjoin the listing of such stocks, a vital controversy would 
have arisen in which the rights of the parties could have been litigated. 
But not so in this proceeding; it presents no real or actual controversy 
by which litigated rights may be determined. Judicial tribunals are 
not moot courts. It is their duty, not to express opinions which can 
have no practical effect, but to decide questions of merit, to render judg- 
ments that may be enforced, to do practical work, and to put an end to 
litigation. Crawley v. Woodfin, 78 N. C., 6; Parker v. Bank, 152 N.C., 
258; Kistler v. R. R., 164 N. C., 366. 

The plaintiff is equally ill-advised in the selection of his tribunal and 
in the choice of his remedial process. His forum is the Legislature, 
but if it were a judicial tribunal, mandamus could not avail him. While 
this writ, originally prerogative, is now substantially a proceeding to 
enforce legal] rights, it is nevertheless limited by conditions that are not 
applicable to an ordinary suit at law, and is employed as an extraordi- 
nary remedy in cases where other remedies fail. It is generally invoked 
to enforce a ministerial act or duty, and in some instances to command 
the performance of an imperative public duty for which there is no 
specific remedy, and it is uniformly denied where, as in this case, it 
would be nugatory or unavailing. It is essential for the petition to set 
out the respondent’s failure to perform a manifest duty imposed upon 
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him, and if he has committed no breach of duty, and has not left undone 
that which he should have done, the writ, if issued, would accomplish 
nothing. 

It should be borne in mind that the petitioner does not sufficiently 
allege a breach of duty by the respondent. He alleges that it is the duty 
of the respondent to have listed on the tax books by the owners for the 
purpose of taxation investments in bonds, stocks, and joint-stock com- 
panies, but he further alleges that this duty is enjoined by Public Laws 
of 1921, ch. 38, sec. 3, and an examination of this section and others will 
show that the Department of Revenue is utterly devoid of power to say 
what property shall or shall not be taxed. The Board of Tax Com- 
missioners was given general supervision of the system of taxation, and 
the administration of all assessments and tax laws, as well as of 
assessors and boards of equalization, to the end that all assessments of 
property should be made relatively just and uniform, and that all prop- 
erty should be assessed at its true value in money. It was authorized to 
receive complaints as to property lable to taxation that had been assessed 
fraudulently or improperly, or not assessed at all, and to make such 
orders as were necessary to correct the irregularity complained of, and — 
when advisable, to reconvene the county boards of equalization and to 
direct them to raise or to lower any assessment in order to equalize as 
far as practicable the valuation of all classes of property. The Tax 
Commissioners were constituted, also, a Board of Equalization, with 
power to equalize the sundry valuations of real property in the several 
counties of the State. These, in brief, are the duties prescribed by 
statute, and from this legislation appear two conspicuous facts: (1) 
The Legislature refrained from the preposterous attempt to delegate to 
the Tax Commissioners authority to say what property should be taxed; 
and apart from this, and as incidental to the main question, it appears 
that (2) the powers conferred upon them involve the exercise of judicial 
diseretion which the courts have no power to control. And these facts 
are equally applicable to the State Department of Revenue. In view 
of these things, and of established fundamental principles, it would be 
perfectly idle to say either that the courts may assume the office of 
legislation or control the exercise of judicial discretior. in the perform- 
ance of the duties required of a public officer. Public Laws 1921, chs. 
38 and 40; Brodnax v. Groom, 64 N. C., 245; Hvaas v. Comrs., 89 
N. C., 55; Battle v. Rocky Mount, 156 N. C., 329; Comrs. v. Board, 
158 N.C., 191; Ward v. Comrs., 146 N. C., 5384; Burton v. Furman, 115 
N. C., 166; S. v. Justices, 24 N. C., 480; Lutterloh v. Comrs., 
65 N. C., 403; Belmont v. Rewlly, 71 N. C., 260; Edgerton v. Kirby, 156 
N. C., 347; Key v. Board of Education, 170 N.C., 797; Dula v. Trustees, 
177 N. C., 426; Board of Education v. Board of Comrs., 178 N. C., 305. 
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That the plaintiff cannot maintain his position is beyond cavil or 
peradventure; the proceeding must be dismissed; and the opinion could 
well be concluded with the announcement of this result. But, as indi- 
cated, the plaintiff insists that the so-called “exempting statute” should 
be declared unconstitutional; and while, as we have shown, the question 
is not presented on the record, and the courts, recognizing the exercise 
of the power to decide on the competency of a law as their ultimate and 
supreme function, will not ordinarily assume the task of determining 
grave constitutional questions unless necessarily presented, still the 
paramount importance of a question which assails the policy adopted 
by the Legislature for taxing corporate property, and continued with 
minor changes for well-nigh half a century, demands an expression of 
opinion by the Court. 

The statute objected to simply provides that if the corporation pays 
a tax on its capital stock the shareholder shall not be required either to 
list or to pay a tax on his individual shares. 

In his assault upon this statute the plaintiff says, in effect, that the 
Constitution requires the payment of a tax by the shareholder upon his 
individual stock, even when the corporation pays the tax on its capital 
stock. This is the plaintifi’s fundamental and fatal error. In the 
Constitution of North Carolina there is no such provision. It is re- 
quired that laws be passed taxing by a uniform rule all moneys, credits, 
investments in bonds, stocks, joint-stock companies, or otherwise. Con- 
stitution, Art. V, sec. 3. It is the investment that is to be taxed, not 
necessarily the shares or certificates of stock. What is meant by invest- 
ment? It is the laying out of money in the purchase of property, or 
the amount of money invested, either by way of loan or in the purchase 
of stocks, securities, or any other kind of income-producing property. 
It is defined, also, as some species of property from which an income 
or profit is expected to be derived in the ordinary course of business. 
Bank v. Barrett (Cal.), 58 Pac., 914; People v. Ins. Co. (N. Y.), 8 
Am. Dec., 248; Ins. Co. v. Phillips, 141 Mass., 5385; Drake v. Crane, 127 
Mo., 85; People v. Feitner, 167 N. Y., 1. The ordinary conception of 
“capital stock” is the fund, property, or other means contributed or 
agreed to be contributed by shareholders as the financial basis for the 
prosecution of the business of the corporation. Dodge v. Motor Co., 
38 A. L. R., 434. But this definition, as applied to the statutes regulat- 
ing the taxation of the capital stock of a corporation, is altogether 
inadequate and misleading. Perhaps the greater part of the confusion 
in thought concerning the taxation of the stockholder’s shares as well as 
of the capital stock has arisen from a mistaken notion of the property 
that is actually taxed under the name of “capital stock.” What prop- 
erty does this term include? Much more than the money or other 
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property contributed by the shareholders as the financial basis of the 
business; it is not limited, as is frequently supposed, to the aggregate 
amount of the face value of the certificates of stock; but the “capital 
stock” of corporations which is actually taxed in accordance with the 
statute, as may be seen hereafter, embraces every element that can 
impart value to the stock, including every enhancement in value that 
accrues to the corporation from the success of its business. So, by 
virtue of the statute there is nothing of value possessed by a corporation 
that is allowed to escape taxation. Certainly there can be no doubt that 
the shareholder’s “investment” is taxed as the Constitution requires. 
The truth is, the certificate of stock represents the shareholder’s invest- 
ment in the corporation as the landowner’s deed represents his invest- 
ment in the land. If the land is taxed, why tax tke deed? If the 
capital stock rs taxed, why tax the certificates which represent the 
capital stock? No doubt the Legislature possesses the power to repeal 
the statute and to tax both; no doubt it possesses the power to devise a 
system of taxation that would be more burdensome to all classes, but if 
the Constitution does not require it, why should such additional burden 
be imposed? It is not denied that shares of stock in a restricted sense 
are the individual property of the owner, and in such sense may be 
considered as separate from the capital stock. The holder may sell his 
certificate without the consent of the company, but in doing so he sells 
only his interest in the corporation. His interest as a shareholder may 
become adverse to that of the corporation, but by investing in the capital 
stock he parts with the individual control of his money. It is only in 
this limited sense that shares of stock are separate from the corporation. 
In a broader and more real sense the interest of the shareholder is in- 
separable from that of the corporation. In the larger sense there is but 
one property, for shares of stock have value only as the taxed property 
of the corporation has value. During his lifetime the owner can derive 
no income from his shares unless the business of the corporation earns a 
profit; and upon his death, when his personal property passes to his 
distributee, it is not the certificate that is subject to an inheritance tax, 
but under a special statute the value of the owner’s interest in the cor- 
poration represented by the certificate, just as such tax is assessed, not 
upon the deed, but upon the value of the land which descends from the 
ancestor to the heir. It seems, therefore, to be unquestionable that if 
the corporation be required to pay a tax on the capital stock as it is 
valued under the statute and the shareholders a similar tax on all their 
shares double the amount of the money or property contributed by the 
shareholders is thereby taxed, and no play upon words can escape the 
logic of this conclusion. The Constitution neither forbids nor requires 

double taxation, but the Legislature has refrained from levying the 
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double tax. The Constitution requires that investments in stocks shall 
be taxed, but it does not forbid the exemption of shares from taxation 
when the capita] stock itself is taxed. And as the controversy turns 
upon the validity or invalidity of the statutory exemption of shares of 
stock it is apparent that the question whether taxing the individual 
shares as well as the capital stock is called double taxation is not as 
affecting the merits of the appeal a matter of material concern. 

We have examined the cases cited by the plaintiff, and have made a 
somewhat diligent search among the decisions of other states and of the 
Supreme Court of the United States and have failed to find a single 
authority among our own decisions or elsewhere that supports the plain- 
tiff’s argument as to the question under discussion. Several decisions 
were cited in which occur expressions to the effect that payment of a 
tax on the capital stock and on the holder’s shares is not double taxation, 
but neither of them was decided on facts that presented the question of 
double taxation when the capital stock of the corporation was valued and 
taxed as it is in North Carolina, This fact should be kept in mind, for 
we are admonished by authority no less eminent than Chief Justice 
Marshall that every opinion, to be correctly understood, ought to be 
considered with a view to the case in which it was delivered. U.S. v. 
Burr, 4 Cranch, 470. 

This Court has already expressed its opinion as to the constitutional 
validity of this exemption. Neither in Belo v. Comrs., 82 N. C., 415, 
nor in Worth v. R. #., 89 N. C., 305, nor in Comrs. v. Tobacco Co., 116 
N. C., 441, was this “exempting statute” considered; but the opinion of 
the Court in the last of these cases recognizes the power of the Legisla- 
ture to require a corporation to list for taxation shares of stock on 
behalf of the stockholder, and to deduct from the total value of such 
shares the value of the property which it has listed in this State. In 
the opinion of the Court the Chief Justice said: “Originally the tax 
upon the shares of stock was collected of the individual shareholders at 
their several places of residence. Buie v. Comrs., 79 N. C., 267. But 
under that method many shares failed to be listed for taxation. Besides 
the shares of nonresident owners, except those of national banks, escaped 
taxation in this State under the ruling in R. RB. v. Comrs., 91 N. C., 454. 
To remedy this, the provision was passed, which is section 14 of chapter 
296, Laws 1893, and which requires the list of shares to be given in by 
the proper officer of the corporation which shall pay the same in behalf 
of the shareholders. This does not affect the lability of the shares to 
tax as the property of the shareholders, but is simply for the con- 
venience of the State in collecting the tax. The effect is merely to 
change the situs of the shares for taxation from the residence of the 
owner to the locality where the chief office of the corporation is situated, 
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as was held in Wiley v. Comrs., 111 N. C., 397. It simply extends to 
the collection of taxes due by shareholders in other corporations the 
mode of collection already in force as to shareholders in national banks. 
U.S. Rev. St., sec. 5219.” 

This decision is approved in Pullen v. Corporation Com., 152 N. C., 
556, in which Manning, J., said: “It will be observed that in the section 
of the Machinery Act under consideration it is made the duty of the de- 
fendant commission to deduct from both the market and the actual value 
of the shares of stock, as ascertained by it, before fixing the taxable value 
of such shares, the aggregate of the real and personal property listed by 
the banking institution. ‘The principle of deduction is further recog- 
nized in the cases of individuals and corporations, when they come to 
list their solvent credits, in that from their solvent credits they are 
authorized to deduct their obligations or debts due by them, and the 
balance is to be listed as their taxable solvent credits. This principle 
is recognized by the Supreme Court of [linois as constitutional, in Loan 
Assn. v. Keith, 153 Ill., 609. The Legislature has for many years recog- 
nized this as an equitable system of taxation; it has been incorporated 
for more than twenty-five years in our system of taxation, and this not- 
withstanding that it has been well settled by repeated decisions of this 
and other courts that shares of stock are, in the hands of the share- 
holder, separate and distinct property from the property of the corpora- 
tion. 

“The fairness and justness of the principle of deductions in the 
method of ascertaining the taxable value of the subjects of taxation, in 
order to avoid the essential harshness and inequity of double taxation, 
was, we think, distinctly sanctioned as long ago as 1882, in R. R. v. 
Comrs., 87 N. C., 414. That case was presented to this Court on appeal 
by both parties from the judgment of the Superior Court, and in deliy- 
ering the unanimous opinion of the Court, Chief Justice Smith, as perti- 
nent to the. present matter, said: ‘The commissioners object further 
that the assessed value of the preferred stock should be reduced by the 
value of the real estate and franchise as taxed separately in the several 
counties traversed by the road. The ruling of the Court in directing 
the reduction is obviously made to avoid the imposition of a double tax, 
since the value of all property owned by a corporation, in whatever 
- consisting, and including the franchise, is the true and fair measure of 
the value of all its stock, and hence the General Assembly permits stock- 
holders, in valuing their shares, to ‘deduct their ratable proportion of 
tax paid by the corporation upon its property as such in this State. 
Sec. 8, par. 6.’ ” 

In the later case of Brown v. Jackson, 179 N. C., 868, this statute 
(exempting shares from taxation when the capital stock is taxed) was 
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considered, and Brown, J., said: “In conclusion, we do not question 
the validity of the statute hereinbefore quoted, which has been the legis- 
Jative tax policy of this State for so many years. Acting within its 
constitutional powers, it is for the Legislature to determine the subjects 
of taxation, and it is not ours to declare what it shall include and what 
it shall omit.” Mr. Justice Allen dissented on another ground, but 
recognized the constitutionality of the statute, saying: “I concur fully 
in the proposition that it is for the Legislature to determine the subjects 
of taxation, and think, under the facts in this record, it has said the 
shares of the plaintiff shall not be taxed.” 

This Court and the Legislature have apparently agreed in their con- 
struction of Article V, section 3, of the Constitution, so far as it relates 
to this statute, and although we are not bound by it, the legislative in- 
terpretation is entitled to our respectful consideration. So this Court 
has declared. In Attorney-General v. Bank, 21 N. C., 216, Chief Justece 
Ruffin said: “Besides the reasons for our opinion drawn from the pro- 
visions of the act itself, the most forcible one arises out of the con- 
temporaneous construction put on the act by the stockholders, fiscal 
agents of the State and the Legislature. . . . Their acts, con- 
temporaneously and continued consistently through a period of eighteen 
years, are such a strong proof of the sense in which the act was under- 
stood by those who passed it as to make their construction almost as 
authoritative as if the words admitted of no other.” 

Examination of the legislative policy concerning the taxation of cor- 
porate property reveals the intent, uniform and continuous, not to tax 
both the capital stock and the shares of the holder. This was the policy 
of the State before the Constitution of 1868 was adopted, and it has since 
been continued, as will appear by reference to the various acts. 

“The stock or interest held by individuals in all corporations, except- 
ing banks, shall not be listed or assessed among the individual property 
of the stockholders, but shall be listed by the corporation, and the corpo- 
ration shall pay the tax thereon.” Public Laws 1860-61, ch, 31, sec. 5. 

“The tax list shall’ contain stocks in any incorporated company or 
joint-stock association and their estimated value; but the stock shall not 
be taxed if the company pays a tax.” Public Laws 1869, ch. 74, 
sec. 12 (6). 

Practically the same legislation was reénacted at each session until 
1887, when the Legislature passed the “exempting statute,” which with 
unimportant changes has since been continued in effect. 

To understand the trend and significance of this “exempting statute,” 
when considered in connection with Article V, section 3, of the Consti- 
tution, it is necessary to bear in mind the existing method of taxing 
corporate stock. For such purpose the following synopsis will be suffi- 
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cient. The proper officer of a corporation having capital stock is 
required to make a report in writing to the State Tax Commission (now 
the State Department of Revenue), stating the total avithorized capital 
stock, the total authorized number of shares, the number of shares of 
stock issued, and the par value of each share, the amount paid into the 
treasury on each share, the amount of capital stock paid in, the amount 
of capital stock on which a dividend has been declared, the date and the 
amount of the dividend, and the highest price as well as the average 
price at which the stock was sold during the year. Suwich officer, after 
being duly sworn or affirmed, must also estimate and appraise the 
capital stock of said company at its actual value in cash on the first day 
of May, after deducting therefrom the assessed value of all real and 
personal estate upon which the corporation pays tax and the value of 
the shares of stock legally held and owned by such company in other 
corporations incorporated in this State and paying tax on its capital 
stock in this State. Every such corporation may deduct from the total 
amount of its capital stock, surplus, and undivided frofits the total 
amount of its actual investment in such bonds of the State, of the 
United States, of the Federal Farm Loan Bank, and of the Joint-stock 
Land Bank, as have been held as a continuing investment by such corpo- 
ration for a period of not less than three months prior to the day on 
which such report is required to be made. If the State Department is 
not satisfied with the appraisement and valuation made and returned, it 
may make a valuation based upon the facts contained in the report, or 
upon any other information in its possession, and may settle an account 
on the valuation so made for taxes, penalties, and interest due the State 
thereon; and if the corporation is dissatisfied with the settlement thus 
made, it may. appeal to the Superior Court in term, and thence to the 
Supreme Court. Publie Laws 1921, ch. 38, sec. 48. In making such 
assessment, the Department of Revenue shall first ascertain the true 
cash value of the entire property owned by the corporation, taking the 
aggregate value of all the shares of capital stock in case the shares have 
a market value, or in case they have none, taking the actual value of the 
same or of the capital of the corporation, however it may be divided, in 
case no shares of stock have been issued. If the property is mortgaged, 
its true cash value shall be ascertained by adding to the market value of 
the aggregate shares of stock, or to the value of the capital stock, if there 
are no shares, the aggregate amount of the outstanding mortgage or 
mortgages. The result so obtained shall be treated as the true cash 
value of the property of the corporation. Section 57. If any of its 
property is locally assessed, the amount of the local assessment is to be 
deducted from the cash value finally ascertained, and as a part of the 
total amount of the taxes there must be estimated also the tax on the 
franchise of the company. Section 82. The Commissioner of Revenue 
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finds the actual market value of the capital stock, to the end that if the 
corporation has not made return to the list-taker of its real and per- 
sonal property at a total value as great as the total value of its capital 
stock (or of the “investments” in its shares of stock), the deficiency may 
be certified to the register of deeds of the proper county, and the amount 
of such deficiency added to the listed value of its real and personal prop- 
erty under the name of “corporate excess.” 

It is argued that there is a distinction between common and preferred 
stock, and that the latter is a debt of the corporation, and should be 
treated as a bond. To this we do not agree, so far as the question of 
taxation is concerned. Both classes of stocks are “investments” in the 
capital stock of the corporation. The investor in the common stock 
elects to hazard his investment against the company’s failure to earn 
dividends and against its liability to liquidation. Preferred stock is no 
less an investment, the investor therein assuming a similar hazard on 
condition that he be given a prior lien on the earnings and property of 
the company. As an equitable balance against the prior lien given the 
preferred stockholders the holders of common stock are usually entrusted 
with the management of the business. The holders of both kinds of 
stocks are creditors of the corporation in the sense that the corporation 
owes them a return on their investment, but neither occupies toward the 
corporation the relation of a bondholder. The distinction is this: The 
corporation is required by statute to make return to the Commissioner 
of Revenue of all its shares of stock, common and preferred alike, to be 
assessed and valued at the actual value of such shares, so that no invest- 
ment in the capital stock of such corporation may escape taxation. 
The corporation also pays a franchise tax based upon its preferred as 
well as its common stock. The relation between a corporation and the 
holders of its bonds is the complete relation of debtor and creditor. 
Bonds issued by a corporation are not in any sense a part of its capital 
stock; they are not reported by it or assessed against it as a part of its 
capital stock; and, therefore, the holders of such bonds are required to 
list them for taxation. 

When the existing system of taxing corporate property is considered, 
it is not difficult to perceive that care has been taken to insure the taxa- 
tion of investments in the stocks of corporations by dealing primarily 
with the companies and not with the shareholders. This, in fact, is the 
system which generally prevails. The North Carolina Corporation 
Code is authority for the statement that a large majority of the states 
(enumerating forty-four) have adopted a policy similar to or identical 
with that pursued in our own legislation (p. 501). However that may 
be, the oft-repeated enactment of a statute which was intended to prevent 
double taxation has evidently met the approval of the State. We are 
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dealing with the statute and the Constitution as they are, and not as 
they would be if otherwise written. Changes in them must be wrought 
as provided by the law—by the people or by their representatives in the 
law-making department, or by both; but in any event the Legislature 
is responsible to the electorate and not to the courts. 

In our opinion, the statute which provides that individual stock- 
holders in any corporation or company paying a tax on its capital stock 
shall not be required to pay any tax on said stock, or list the same, is 
not in conflict with Article V, section 8, of the Constitution of North 
Carolina. 

The plaintiff’s action must be dismissed. 

Action dismissed. 


Waker and Hoxg, JJ., concurring. 


Stacy, J., concurring: I concur fully in all that is said in the clear 
and able opinion of Associate Justice Adams, speaking for the Court. 
But, in view of the wide range of discussion which the case has taken, I 
deem it not amiss to add the following: 

Article V, section 3, of the State Constitution provides: “Laws shall 
be passed taxing by a uniform rule all moneys, credits, investments in 
bonds, stocks, joint-stock companies, or otherwise; and, also, all real 
and personal property, according to its true value in money.” 

It will be observed that this provision does not require the Legislature 
to levy a tax on investments in bonds, stocks, etc., in the hands of the 
undividual holders thereof, nor is there any provision in the Constitution 
requiring that such investments shall be taxed twice. Section 40 of the 
Machinery Act of 1921 specifies what shall be enumerated on the tax list 
of each individual taxpayer; and item 21 of said section is as follows: 
“Money, investments, stocks and bonds, and shares of stock in incorpo- 
rated companies which are not taxed through the corporation itself.” 
Note the words, “which are not taxed through the corporation itself.” 
The purpose of this language was to exempt from taxation in the hands 
of individual shareholders certificates of stock in corporations, where 
the State had already exercised the right to tax such stock through the 
corporation itself, or “at its source,” as it is sometimes called. Mani- 
festly, so far as the constitutional mandate is concerned, it, is immaterial 
whether the Legislature impose a uniform tax on such investments in 
the hands of the individual shareholders or levy and collect such tax 
through the corporation itself. The method to be employed is one in- 
volving a question of state-craft, to be determined by the Legislature, 
and not for the courts to decide. Our functions are judicial, and we 
have no power to levy assessments or to devise a scheme of taxation. 
Fert. Co. v. McFall, 128 Tenn., 645. 
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A certificate of stock is simply a written acknowledgment by a corpo- 
ration of the interest of the holder in its property and franchises. It 
has no value, except that derived from the company issuing it; and its 
legal status is in the nature of a chose in action. The value of all the 
property owned by a corporation, of whatever kind, including its fran- 
chise, is the true and fair measure of the value of all its stock. When 
it is said that a person owns a certain number of shares of stock, it is 
meant that such person has a right to participate in the profits of the 
corporation, and in its property on dissolution, after payment of its 
debts, in the proportion that the number of his shares bears to the whole 
capital stock. Clark on Corporations, ch. 10; 2. RB. v. Comrs., 87 N. C., 
426; Redmond v. Comrs., 87 N. C., 122. 

That the stock of a corporation has no intrinsic value separate and 
apart from the property of the corporation is clearly shown from what 
is said in Gibbons v. Mahon, 136 U. S., 549, and Towne v. Hisner, 245 
U. S., 418, relative to a stock dividend : | 

“A stock dividend really takes nothing from the property of the cor- 
poration, and adds nothing to the interests of the shareholders. Its 
property is not diminished, and their interests are not increased. After 
such a dividend, as before, the corporation has the title in all the corpo- 
rate property; the aggregate interests therein of all the shareholders are 
represented by the whole number of shares, and the proportional interest 
of each shareholder remains the same. The only change is in the evi- 
dence, which represents that interest, the new shares and the original 
shares together representing the same proportional interest that the 
original shares represented before the issue of new ones. In short, the 
corporation is no poorer and the stockholder is no richer than they were 
before.” See, also, Logan County v. U. 8., 169 U.S., 255. 

But more directly to the point at issue 1s the language of Chief Justice 
Chase in Van Allen v. The Assessors, 70 U.S., 598: | 

“Tt is true that the shareholder has no right to the possession of any 
part of the corporate property while the corporation exists and its affairs 
are honestly managed. He has committed his interest, for a time, to 
the possession and control of the corporation of which he is a member, 
and he has only a member’s voice in the management of it. 

“So a man who has leased a farm has no right to possession or control 
during the lease; but who denies his property in the farm? And if a 
dozen owners join in the lease, has not each one an interest in the prop- 
erty to the extent of one-twelfth? (And if, under the law or by agree 
ment, the lessee be required to pay the tax on the farm, who would con- 
tend that the owner should pay it again?) 

“So, if for the time the property of the shareholder is placed beyond 
his direct control and converted into property of the association, how 
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can that circumstance affect the intrinsic character of his shares as 
shares of the whole corporate property? How can a man’s shares of 
any property be the subject of valuation at all if not with reference to 
the amount and productiveness of the property of which they are a part? 
What value can they have except that given them by that amount and 
that productiveness? <A certificate of title to a share is not a share. It 
is evidence of the shareholder’s interest. His interest may be trans- 
ferred by the transfer of the certificate; but it is not the certificate that 
is valued when the worth of the share is estimated either by the specu- 
lator in the market or by the tax assessor. It is the property which it 
represents that is valued by the speculator often with reference to specu- 
lation only, but by the public officer, always, if he does his duty, by the 
real worth of the property, all things considered.” 

Undoubtedly the State, in creating a corporation, may provide for the 
taxation locally of all its shares of stock, whether owned by residents or 
nonresidents; and this, by virtue of the authority of the chartering 
state to determine the basis of organization and the liability of all of 
its shareholders. Corry v. Baltumore, 196 U.S., 466; Hanms Dist. Co. 
v. Baltimore, 216 U. 8., 285. Under this principle, ‘North Carolina 
levies a tax upon all the issued and outstanding capital stock of domestic 
corporations, regardless of where the holders of said stock may reside. 
Revenue Act, sec. 82. Such shares are, therefore, exempt from taxation 
in the hands of resident stockholders, because the corporation itself pays 
the tax. If the stock were not taxed in this way, the State would lose 
all the revenue derived from the tax paid by the corporation on shares 
held by nonresidents, for it is only through the corporation that such 
shares may be taxed at all. Comrs. v. Tobacco Co., 116 N. C., 441. 
“In case of shareholders not residing in the State, it is the only mode 
in which the State can reach their shares for taxation.” Nat. Bank v. 
Commonwealth, 76 U. S., 361. 

The “capital stock” of a corporation, strictly speaking, is the amount 
in money or property subscribed and paid in, or secured to be paid in, 
by the shareholders, and always remains the same unless changed by 
proper legal authority. Burrall v. Railroad Co., 75 N. Y., 241. The 
phrase in its technical sense, is not used to indicate the value of the 
property of the corporation, and takes no account of profits or losses. 
S. v. Morristown Fure Assn., 28 N. J. L., 195. The surplus of a corpo- 
ration is no part of its capital stock. Farrington v. Tenn., 95 U. S., 
687. The “capital” of a corporation, on the other hand, is a broader 
term, and includes all the funds, securities, credits, and property of 
every kind and description whatsoever belonging to the corporation. 
“The word ‘capital’ is unambiguous. It signifies the actual estate, 
whether in money or property, which is owned by an individual or a 
corporation. In reference to a corporation, it is the aggregate of the 
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sum subscribed and paid in, or secured to be paid in, by the shareholders, 
with the addition of all gains or profits realized in the use and invest- 
ment of those sums, or, if losses have been incurred, then it is the residue 
after deducting such losses.” Comstock, C. J., in People v. Commis- 
stoners of Taxes, etc., 23 N. Y., 219. In revenue statutes, as is the case 
with us, the words “capital stock,” as applied to corporations, are often 
used interchangeably with the word “capital,” and both are frequently 
used to express the same thing, to wit, the entire property and assets of 
the corporation. Christensen v. Eno, 106 N. Y., 97. 

It is of no avail to say that capital stock and shares of stock are 
separate and distinct pieces of property, and therefore taxable, one in 
the name of the corporation and the other in the hands of the individual 
shareholders, when, as a matter of fact, the State taxes both (in the 
sense they are spoken of as different pieces of property) through the 
corporation itself. Farrington v. Tenn., supra; Bank v. Tenn, 161 
U. S., 146. Our statutes provide that every item or element of worth 
tending to impart value to the shares of stock of a corporation shall be 
reported to the taxing authorities of the State for purposes of assess- 
ment and taxation. Therefore, by whatever name it may be called, 
every “investment in stocks” is taxed at least one time in North Caro- 
lina, and this is all that the Constitution requires. In those cases where 
the courts have drawn a distinction between the capital stock of the 
corporation and the shares of stock in the hands of the individual holders 
thereof, the term “capital stock” was employed in a different sense from 
that in which it is used in the statutes now before us. See opinion of 
Mr. Justice Nelson in Van Allen v. The Assessors, 70 U. S., 5738, and 
Bradley v. The People, 71 U. S., 459; Nat. Bank v. Commonwealth, 76 
U. S., 359; 7 R. C. L., 195; Clark on Corp., ch. 10. Under our revenue 
laws, the shares of stock themselves, and all of them, are required to be 
listed for taxation by the corporation and not otherwise. Trust Co. v. 
Lumberton, 179 N. C., 411. 

Congress has expressly provided that shares of stock in national 
banks, wherever held, shall be taxable in the State, and only in the State, 
where the bank is located; thus recognizing the propriety and really 
suggesting the wisdom of taxing shares of stock in a corporation only at 
its home office or through the company issuing the same. U.S. Revised 
Statutes, sec. 5219 (Comp. St., sec. 9784); Merchants Nat. Bank v. 
Richmond, 256 U. S., 685; Home Savings Bank v. Des Moines, 205 
U. S., 508; Nat. Bank v. Owensboro, 173 U. 8., 664; Aberdeen Bank 
v. Chehalis County, 166 U. S., 440; Mercantile Bank v. New York, 
121 U. &., 188; Tenn. vo. Whitworth, 117 U. S., 129; Hvansville Bank 
v. Britton, 105 U. S., 322; Nat. Bank v. Commonwealth, 76 U. S., 353. 

This arrangement, which has been followed by the General Assembly 
of North Carolina from time immemorial, does no violence to the letter 
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or to the spirit of the constitutional provision above recited, but is, in 
fact, in conformity with it. The Legislature has never thought it neces- 
sary to tax shares of stock in domestic corporations twice in order to 
comply with this provision of the Constitution. 

In a case from Ohio, with a constitutional provision exactly similar to 
the one in the North Carolina Constitution, and under a statute of that 
state, exempting shares of stock in domestic corporaticns from taxation 
in the hands of individual shareholders, when the same was paid by the 
corporation itself, the Supreme Court of the United States recognized 
and treated with approval the principle and arrangement there adopted. 
See Sturges v. Carter, 114 U.S., 511, and Jones v. Davis, 35 Ohio St., 
474. As stated above, the constitutional provision was identical with 
ours, and the exemption in the Ohio statute was as follows: “No person 
shall be required to list for taxation any share or shares of the capital 
stock of any company, the capital stock of which is texed in the name 
of such company.” See, also, opinion of Mr. Justice Wayne in Gordon 
v. Appeal Tax Court, 3 Howard, 133. 

In addition to Ohio, the following states have adopted policies of 
taxation, in regard to corporate stock, either similar to or identical with 
the legislation in this State, though it is conceded thet their constitu- 
tional requirements may be different, to wit: Alabama, Arizona, Arkan- 
sas, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 
Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, 
Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, New 
York, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, 
South Carolina, South Dakota, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington, West 
Virginia, Wisconsin, and District of Columbia. In short, so far as I 
have been able to ascertain, no state in the American Union has adopted 
and carried into actual practice the policy advocated by the plaintiff in 
this suit. Indeed, the adoption of such a system by our Legislature, in 
my judgment, would be exceedingly unwise and fraught with incalculable 
harm to the State, for justice would be a stranger to such a system. 

Our domestic corporations are fully taxed. They pay a franchise 
tax, also an ad valorem tax on all their real, personal, and tangible 
property in accordance with the Constitution, and then they list all the 
shares of their capital stock for the owners thereof, and pay the taxes 
thereon for the shareholders at a valuation fixed by the State’s taxing 
officers, Thus, all the property of North Carolina corporations, includ- 
ing all the shares of stock, whether owned by citizens of North Carolina 
or nonresidents, contribute to the support of our State Government and 
its subdivisions. 

The fallacy of the plaintiff’s argument lies in the fact that it is based 
on a false premise. He assumes that shares of stock in domestic corpo- 
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rations are not taxed at all under our present revenue laws, when, as a 
matter of fact, just the reverse is true. Because the Legislature has 
adopted one policy, and he thinks another should be pursued, falls far 
short of proving his case. This establishes no more than a difference of 
opinion between him and the law-making body of the State. His views 
have been expressed in the legislative halls, but they have met with dis- 
approval there. Then, why should they be considered all-controlling 
here, when it is not within our province or power to say which method 
should be followed ? 

“Within constitutional limits, the power of the Legislature in matters 
of taxation is supreme, and its action cannot be revised or annulled by 
the judicial department. Nor can the courts be authorized or required 
by statute to levy and collect taxes, as that is a legislative function, and 
not judicial.” Black on Const. Law (3 ed.), p. 93. 

Those who criticise our revenue laws would have the Legislature to 
double the tax on the corporate holdings of progressive North Caro- 
linians who have invested their money in all kinds of industrial and 
commercial enterprises within the State; and this, it should be remem- 
bered, in face of the fact that only residents would pay such tax, for 
nonresident holders of stock in domestic corporations would be exempt 
from its payment. No state can levy a tax, except through the corpora- 
tion itself, on shares of stock in the hands of nonresidents of the taxing 
state, for such property is beyond its jurisdiction. Metropolitan L. Ins. 
Co. v. New Orleans, 205 U. S., 395. 

The principle of taxation here sought to be established is in vogue 
nowhere in this country. Then why should it be adopted in North 
Carolina? Ordinarily, under modern conditions, capital will cobperate 
to achieve large and beneficial results only in corporate form; and, if it 
is to be taxed twice in the same jurisdiction, it will flee from the borders 
of the State and seek investment under fairer and more favorable laws. 

The constant agitation of this matter can serve no good purpose; and, 
while the case might be allowed to go off on a question of procedure, it 
is probably not amiss for us to say that, in our opinion, the policy here- 
tofore established by the Legislature, and now in vogue in this State, is 
entirely permissible and is in full compliance with the constitutional 
requirement above recited, and that the sections of the Revenue and 
Machinery Acts here called in question are valid. 


Waker and Hoke, JJ., concurring. 


CrarKk, ©. J., Not concurring in the dismissal of the action: The 
Constitution of North Carolina, Art. V, sec. 8, provides: “Laws shall 
be passed taxing by a uniform rule all moneys, credits, investments in 
bonds, stocks, joint-stock companies, or otherwise, and, also, all real and 
personal property, according to its true value in money.” 
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The statute of which the plaintiff complains on behalf of himself and 
other taxpayers appears near the end in a very long’ section, to wit, 
sec. 4, ch. 34, Laws 1921, and is as follows: “Individual stockholders 
in any corporation, joint-stock association, limited partnership, or com- 
pany paying a tax on its capital stock shall not be required to pay any 
tax on said stock or list the same, nor shall corporations legally holding 
capital stock vn other corporations in this State, upon which the tax has 
been paid by the corporation issuing the same be required to pay any 
tax on said stock or list the same.” 

“Investments in stocks” are made by those who buy them, or otherwise 
acquire them, and not by the corporations who sell them. The owners 
of the stock possess them absolutely, have a right to devise, sell, or other- 
wise dispose of them. ‘The corporation which has sold the stock has 
received the purchase price therefor, and has parted with and has no 
control over the stock of the purchaser to whom it has sold. The corpo- 
ration is no wise liable for the debts of the stockholder and the stock- 
holder is no wise liable for the debts of the corporation. The two are 
entirely separate and distinct. The owner has acquired this stock as he 
would acquire livestock and the seller has sold it and received the pur- 
chase price just as the seller of livestock or any other property. 

Compare the clear language of the Constitution and the statute. It 
would be impossible to conceive of any more direct and palpable con- 
flict with the Constitution, which requires that “investments in stocks’ 
shall be taxed like all other property, “according to its true value in 
money,” than this statute, which exempts “investments in stocks” from 
all taxation. It does not require one to be a lawyer, but simply the 
capacity to read the English language to see the absolute conflict be 
tween this statute exempting these immense accumulations of capital 
invested in stocks and bonds and the Constitution, which requires with- 
out equivocation that they shall be taxed. 

Indeed, in the very same chapter, Laws 1921, ch. 34, sec. 6 (7), it is 
recognized that all stocks are the property of the owner and not the 
property of the corporation, for it 1s provided that as to the inheritance 
taxes, the State Tax Commission shall “determine the amount of inheri- 
tance tax due the State of North Carolina on the transfer of any such 
bonds or stocks; it shall determine the value of such bonds or stock, and 
shall have full authority to do all things necessary to make full and 
final settlement of all such inheritance taxes due, or to become due, and 
shall make prompt return to the State Treasury of all such taxes col- 
lected.” In this section the whole subject of bonds and shares of stock 
of any decedent holder is treated, and it is provided that such stocks 
and bonds are liable to the payment of the inheritance tax prior to any 
other creditor. It regulates the transfer of such stocks and bonds as 
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the property of the decedent to provide against fraud upon the State in 
the nonpayment of the tax thereon as the property of the owner. Did 
these stocks become the property of the stockholder and taxable only 
by his death? Stocks and bonds are liable for the debts of the owner, 
and are not liable for the debts of the corporation; if they are lable 
for inheritance taxes on the death of the owner, they are liable for the 
annual taxes for the support of the Government. The fanciful theory 
that investments in stocks shall be exempt from taxation is contradicted 
by the very chapter in which it is contained. 

Not only every office-holder, but every voter takes an oath to support 
and maintain the Constitution of the State. Such an open, not to say 
defiant, contradiction of this provision of the Constitution by the statute 
entitled the plaintiff, and all others of like mind, to place their com- 
plaint before the courts that it may be declared whether such exemption 
is valid or not. The great railroads are now maintaining in the courts 
a complaint that they are taxed in violation of the Constitution. Surely 
the plaintiff and those who concur with him have a right to place before 
the judicial tribunals of the State a like complaint that by this statute 
they have been overtaxed to threefold or more the former tax rate, and 
that this is caused by the exemption of this vast amount of the “canned 
wealth” of the State, the money invested in stocks and bonds, which by 
this statute has been exempted from paying their fair share, or any 
share, of the burdens of carrying on the Government. 

The total valuation of all the real and personal property for the year 
1921 filed in the State Auditor’s office is in round numbers $3,119 mil- 
lions. The estimate of the total valuation of stocks and bonds which 
are exempted from taxation is not returned to the Auditor’s office, but we 
know from the official records of the U. 8. Government that the corpora- 
tlons in this State, which are in number about 6,000, return as the 
valuation of their stock to the Federal Government on 4,300 of these 
corporations $932,000,000 for the past year. This is a matter of which 
we can take judicial notice. As the statute requires no corporations 
having less than $5,000 of stocks to make this return, and as the return 
omits not only all stocks in corporations under $5,000, but there is no 
return made to the Government on the stocks held in this State issued by 
corporations outside of North Carolina, it is probably an under-estimate 
to say that all the untaxed stocks in this State will aggregate over fifteen 
hundred millions, or in round numbers, nearly one-half of the amount 
of property listed for taxation. We know that the taxation on the listed 
property in most of our cities averages $2.50 per $100. Putting the 
rate of taxation, State, county, and town, at the low average of $1 per 
$100, it is very clear that the owners of stocks in the State are illegally 
exempted annually from the payment of $15,000,000 of taxes. That 
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is to say, that they should pay that much if there was conformity with 
the Constitution, which requires that “Laws shall be passed taxing by 
uniform rule all moneys, credits, investments in bonds, stocks, joint- 
stock companies, or otherwise, and all real and personal property, ac- 
cording to its true value in money.” 

This amount, which should be paid by the owners of stocks in corpo- 
rations, is paid for them by adding it to the taxation cf those who are 
not wealthy enough to have idle capital to invest in stocks. 

It follows, therefore, that if all property were taxed as the Constitu- 
tion requires, “uniformly, including investments in stocks and bonds,” 
the rate of taxation from the realty, livestock, and othe: personal prop- 
erty, and others not wealthy enough to invest in stocks, would be reduced 
at least one-third. This would be accomplished simply by the owners 
of the bonds and stocks paying taxes thereon at the same rate as the 
owners of other property. They would not pay $15,000,000, for the 
total of taxpaying property being increased the rate would be decidedly 
lower. 

In this estimate omission has been made of the fact that the Consti- 
tution requires that bonds should be taxed, and while we have no data, 
such as returns of stocks which the Federal Government gives us, we 
know from high authority that throughout the country there is alto- 
gether fifty billions invested in bonds which are exempted from taxation. 
One-half of this fifty billions is stated to be the bonds of the Federal 
and State Government, which are exempted from taxation upon the 
ground that to some extent, at least, their exemption frcm taxation is a 
collection of taxes at the source by the lower rate of interest. However, 
it may be as to the alleged financial reasons for exemptirg National and 
State bonds, there is no such ground for the exemption of the stocks or 
bonds of railroads, banks, cotton mills, water-power companies, tobacco 
companies, or any other corporations. They,pay, and should pay, on 
their property, but in doing so there is no reason why those to whom 
they sell their stocks, and whose money they have received in exchange, 
should be exempt from taxation on the stocks and bonds of these corpo- 
rations on which the owners receive dividends and interest, and not 
infrequently nontaxable stock dividends doubling and trebling their 
“tax-free” holdings. 

The Constitution forbids expressly the exemption of stocks and bonds, 
but it is clearly violated. There is no more reason tha; the owners of 
the stocks which the corporations have sold to those who own them 
should be exempted from taxation than that their bonds or the indebted- 
ness by individuals should be exempt from taxation. A certificate of 
stock in a corporation is simply an indebtedness on which the seller 
agrees to pay dividends in lieu of interest. On common stock, the rate 
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of the dividend is not fixed; on preferred stock there is a fixed rate, and 
stock differs in no wise from bonds except that the owner of the stock in 
most companies is allowed to share in the election of officers, which is 
at most mostly an illusory privilege, as all corporations are governed 
by those who arrange to control the majority of the stock. 

The provision that “all investments in bonds and stocks’ shall be 
taxed by the same unzform rate as all other property was put into the 
Constitution as a guarantee that those not able to purchase stocks and 
bonds should not be over-taxed by the exemption of owners of stocks and 
bonds, who are, of all people, most able to pay taxes, but whose influence 
might procure exemption from taxation, as it has done, notwithstanding 
the constitutional guarantee against it. 

There is no question that has come up to this Court which is more 
entitled to a fair and full consideration. If the railroads are entitled 
to have considered their claim for over-taxation, surely the masses of 
the people, those who, not owning exempted property, are paying the 
taxes which should be paid by the property illegally exempted, have the 
right to have their complaint considered and the Constitution enforced 
by holding invalid and illegal any tax levy that taxes them and exempts 
so large a body of idle wealth, the taxes on which are paid by those who 
do not have money to invest in such exempted property. 

Not only are the stocks of corporations of this State exempted, but 
the same chapter which levies the revenue, Laws 1921, ch. 34, sec. 3, 
provides that not only are individual stockholders in corporations in 
this State exempted from payment of taxes thereon, but the statute, 
Laws 1921, ch. 84, sec. 4, provides: “Nor shall any individual stock- 
holder of any foreign corporation be required to list or pay taxes on any 
share of its capital stock if two-thirds in value of its entire property is 
situated and taxed in the State of North Carolina, or if such corporation 
has tangible assets within this State assessed for taxation at a value not 
exceeding the par value of the total stock owned by citizens of this State, 
and the said corporation pays franchise tax on its entire issue and out- 
standing capital stock at the same rate as paid by domestic corpora- 
tions.” 

Tt is to be noted that as to the franchise tax which is levied on corpo- 
rations for the privilege of doing business and which is analogous to 
license tax paid by lawyers, merchants, and all others for carrying on 
business, the franchise tax has been usually one-twenty-fifth of 1 per 
cent, and never over one-tenth of 1 per cent, which produces an insig- 
nificant amount. There is no reason, as this Court has often held, to 
grant an exemption to stockholders on this ground. 7 

It may be further noted that while there is an illusory provision that 
where the capital stock is more than the aggregate value of the property 
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of a corporation there shall be levied a tax on the excess of capital stock. 
Under this head there was assessed for taxation last year only the petty 
sum of 17 millions of capital stock, and the total taxes paid by individ- 
uals on stocks in this State was $25,000 on a true valuation of over 
$1,500,000,000, as above estimated. The taxes which should have been 
paid by the owners of this vast body of “tax free” stocks was paid by 
those not able to invest in stocks and bonds. 

It can be readily seen that upon a fair estimate of the stocks and bonds 
and other property illegally exempted from taxation there is approxi- 
mately at least one-third in “tax-free” stocks, and adding “tax-free”’ 
bonds, more than one-half in value of the property in this State which 
pays no taxes whatever, though the Constitution requires expressly that 
this exempted property shall be taxed uniformly with other property. 
This exemption is of the property owned by the wealthiest section of the 
people with the result that it more than doubles the taxes upon the 
farmers and other real estate owners and the laborers and merchants 
and all others unable to spare surplus money to be invested in exempted 
stocks and bonds. 

From the adoption of the Constitution in 1868 down to 1887—20 
years—this constitutional provision that stocks and bonds should be 
taxed uniformly with other property according to its true value was 
observed. In 1887 two great railroads of this State were entirely 
exempt on all their property, which exemption was later declared illegal 
in 1892, and set aside by this Court in the well known case of R. R. v. 
Allsbrook, 110 N. C., 187. Though in that case, as in this, it was claimed 
that they had enjoyed such exemption for so long a time that they were 
protected in its continued enjoyment, the Court held that there was no 
statute of limitations that would protect an illegal exemption by lapse 
of time. This opinion of the Court, written by the same hand that 
writes this, was carried to the United States Supreme Court and was 
affirmed in &. R. v. Allsbrook, 146 U. S., 279. There was in their case 
an express agreement claimed to have been made by the State in their 
charter for such exemption. This Court held that the Legislature had 
no power to grant such exemption. In their case, also, there was not, 
as in this instance, an express provision to the contrary in the Constitu- 
tion which forbade the exemption of the owners of stocks from taxation. 

The corporations not foreseeing in 1887 that the State would enforce 
the taxation of their properties, and by the aid of other corporations, 
zecured in addition to some extent the exemption from taxation of the 
stocks sold by them to investors. This enhanced the selling price of 
their stocks by making them much more desirable to investors. The 
great increase in the number of corporations, railroads, cotton mills, 
tobacco companies, and for other purposes lent force to the movement to 
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make all stocks more saleable by making them exempt from taxation. 
The thin edge of the wedge exempting any stocks from taxation intro- 
duced in 1887 was gradually made broader, until by the act of 1919 it 
was made to exempt the stocks of all corporations chartered in this 
State, or wherever two-thirds of its property, though chartered in other 
states, was taxed in this State. The result has been that though there 
is now one and a half billions of stocks owned in North Carolina, as 
above estimated, only $25,000 in taxes on stocks was last year paid into 
the State Treasury. On this billion and a half dollars in stocks, if taxed 
like other property, there should have been paid fifteen millions of 
dollars. 

Uniform taxation would not have placed, however, 15 million dollars 
taxation on this property, because by uniform taxation on all property 
alike the rate would have been largely reduced to all, to the immense 
relief of farmers and other owners of real estate, and all others who 
were unable to invest their money in “tax-free stocks and bonds.” The 
taxation of property equally is the simplest justice which the plaintiffs 
and all other citizens are entitled to demand, and the failure to observe 
it is in direct violation of the obligation of every citizen to maintain 
and support a Constitution which guarantees equality and uniformity 
in the taxation of property. 

In reply to the above, the owners of these vast quantities of “tax-free” 
securities contend that to tax their stocks is double taxation. There is 
no requirement in the Constitutcon forbidding double taxation. The 
opinion-in-chief in this case admits this, and it has often been held, 8. ». 
Wheeler, 141 N. C., 775; Comrs. v. Tobacco Co., 116 N. C., 448. But 
there is a requirement forbidding the exemption of stocks and bonds. 
Connor and Cheshire on Cons., 263 (1), 267, 277, citing cases. 

But it is not true, either as a matter of fact or of law, that because the 
corporation pays tax on its property that it will be double taxation to 
tax the stocks and bonds which they have sold to other people, which 
have become the property of other people, and for which the corpora- 
tions have received full value. 

This matter has been often before this Court and before the Supreme 
Court of the United States, and im every case, without exception, it has 
been held in both courts that to tax the property of a corporation and 
to tax the purchasers of its stocks and bonds is not double taxation. 
Every court in states whose Constitution, like ours, requires uniform 
taxation of property, has also held that to tax the stocks and bonds of 
corporations is not double taxation. It is not “double taxation” to tax 
the shares in the hands of the shareholders when taxes have been laid 
upon the tangible property and capital stock of the corporation itself. 
This plea is denied by all the courts, and is unfounded in fact and in 
justice. 
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All courts hold that the tangible property and capital stock and fran- 
chises of a corporation are taxable as its property; that a corporation 
is a distinct entity from the individual shareholder, and that the pay- 
ment of taxation by the corporation can furnish no claim for the exemp- 
tion of the stock in the hands of the stockholder. 

Tt is estimated, and probably justly, that more than half the wealth in 
the United States is either owned by corporations or is invested in their 
bonds and stocks. The latter is idle capital, whose owners do nothing 
for the public welfare, but simply live on that which comes to them 
without effort as coupon clippers or dividend drawers. Mr. McAdoo, 
late Secretary of the United States Treasury, has said, that indeed they 
“should pay a far higher rate of taxation than any other class in the 
community, since they do less for the public welfare.” 

The propaganda for their total exemption from taxation has been so 
widespread and persistent, and the end sought is so unjust and dangerous 
to the foundations of society, that it will not be amiss to set out at some 
length what the courts have all said as to the wholly unfounded hypothe- 
sis that to tax shares in the hands of shareholders is “double taxation,” 
and therefore unconstitutional. 

The courts all hold that the taxation of stocks in tke hands of the 
owner is not “double taxation,” simply because the corporation itself is 
taxed, and even if it were, it would not be unconstitutional. 

In Pullen v. Corporation Commission, 152 N. C., 553, Manning, J., 
for the Court said: “It is likewise well settled by the language of our 
State Constitution, by many decisions of this Court and of the Supreme 
Court of the United States, and is now generally accepted law, that the 
property of a shareholder of a corporation in its shares of stock is a 
separate and distinct species of property from the property, whether 
real, personal, or mixed, held and owned by the corporation itself as a 
legal entity. It would be useless to cite authority to support a propo- 
sition so well established and generally accepted.” 

Brown, J., in the same case, concurring, says, at p. 62: “TI agree, 
also, that it 1s well settled that the shares of stock in any corporation, 
when owned by individuals, are separate and distinct property from the 
assets of the corporation and may be taxed as such.” 

In the same case Hoke, J., 152 N. C., at p. 582, says, quoting from 
Bank v. Tennessee, 161 U.S., 146: “The capital stock of a corporation 
and the shares into which such stock may be divided and held by 
individual shareholders are two distinct pieces of property. The capital 
stock and the shares of stock in the hands of the shareholders may both 
be taxed, and it is not double taxation. Van Allen v. Assessors, 70 
U.S. (3 Wall), 573; People v. Comrs., 71 U. S. (3 Wall), 244, cited in 
Farrington v. Tenn., 95 U. S., 687. This statement has been reiterated 
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many times in various decisions by this Court, and is not now disputed 
by any one.” 

A later case, Brown v. Jackson, 179 N. C., 368-371 (1920), cites and 
approves the above cases. 

The above decisions of this State and of the United States Supreme 
Court are uniform, and without variation or shadow of turning, to the 
effect that the shares of stock in the hands of the stockholders are sepa- 
rate and distinct from the tangible property, the franchises and capital 
stock of the corporation, and that it is not double taxatton to tax the 
shares in the hands of the stockholders and also to tax the franchises, 
capital stock, and other property of the corporation. These decisions 
should be the end of the controversy. 

But there are many decisions in other courts to precisely the same 
effect. 

In our own Court are many other cases. In Comrs. v. Tobacco Co., 
116 N. C., 446, this Court held, in accordance with the decision ren- 
dered by Chief Justice Smith in Belo v. Comrs., 82 N. C., 415; 33 Am. 
Rep., 668, and by Ashe, J., in Worth v. R. R., 89 N. C., 305, and indeed, 
in accordance with all legal authorities and text-books, as follows: “As 
to corporations, by all the authorities, it is in the power of the Legisla- 
ture to lay the following. taxes, two or more of them in its discretion at 
the same time: (1) To tax the franchise (including in this the power 
to tax also the corporate dividend); (2) the capital stock; (3) the real 
and personal property of the corporation. This tax is imperative and 
not discretionary under the ad valorem feature of the Constitution. 
(4) The shares of stock in the hands of the stockholder. This is also 
imperative and not discretionary.” This last, of course, is due by the 
owner thereof, the stockholder. 

It is further said in the same case, on the identical point presented 
here, as follows: “The capital stock belongs to the corporation. The 
shares or certificates of stock are entirely a different matter. They 
belong to the shareholders individually, and under the Constitution must 
be taxed ad valorem like other ‘property belonging to the holder, inde- 
pendently of the taxation upon the corporation, its franchises,’ ” etc. 

This case has been cited with approval: Comrs. v. 8. S. Co., 128 
N. C., 559; Lacy v. Packing Co., 184 N. C., 571; Land Co. v. Smith, 
151 N. C., 12; Pulien v. Corporation Commision, 152 N. C., 554; 58 
L. R. A, 590, 594, 601, note; 60 L. R, A., 367, note. 

The corporations are further discriminated ‘in favor of by the provi- 
sion at bottom of page 148, Laws 1921, that if they hold stock in other 
corporations (paying the small “excess capital” tax) they shall not pay 
taxes upon the money invested in such other corporations. When the 
American Tobacco Company was dissolved it appeared that that com- 
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pany held controlling stock in 65 subordinate companies as tributaries 
or aliases, under which to do their style of business. 

There is also a provision in the Laws of 1921, p. 148, not far from 
the bottom, that corporations paying this tax on the small part of the 
capital known as “excess capital stock” (and amounting in the whole 
State to almost nothing), “shall not be required to pay tax on the mort- 
gages, bonds, other securities and credits owned by them”—though every 
one else must do so. 

Then there is a further provision, which secures safety even from 
public criticism, that the Public Treasurer and the State Tax Commis- 
sion shall not allow the tax returns of the corporations to be examined, 
Laws 1921, top of p. 251, and prescribes a penalty of $1,000, one year’s 
imprisonment, and dismissal from office for any one giv.ng information. 
This enables them to do anything and deny everything! 

The banks, which formerly were taxed in the manier provided in 
Revisal, 5267 and 5268, have now “received theirs,” as can be found by 
reference to Laws 1921, p. 248. Thus everybody who could foresee the 
coming and necessary increase of taxation has “gotten under shelter” 
except only those who create the wealth of the State, or who by their 
own efforts, manual or mental, earn the incomes which they receive. 

To this may be added that while the constitutional amendment of 
1920 provides that “incomes from property already taxed may be taxed,” 
by recent legislation (Laws 1921, ch. 34, sec. 306 (5), page 210): 
“Dividends from stock in any corporation, the income of which shall 
have been assessed and the tax or such income paid by the corporation” 
shall not be taxed! That is, not only the money invested in “stock” by 
individuals and others (amounting in this State probably to fifteen hun- 
dred million dollars) is absolutely exempted from taxation in defiance 
of the constitutional provision, Article V, section 3, that “all stocks” 
and other personal property shall be taxed, but it is now further pro- 
vided that the income or dividends received by the stockholders, and 
which is paid into their pockets from such stock is exempt from taxation 
in spite of the recent amendment that “incomes derived from property 
taxed” (even if the stock had been the property of the corporation) shall 
be taxed. And it is further provided by a more recent act, Special 
Session 1921, p. 152, that banking corporations may deduct from taxa- 
tion 5 per cent of their surplus and undivided profits, basides, also, the 
total amount of the surplus and undivided profits invested in State or 
United States bonds, or the bonds of the Federal Farm Loan Banks and 
Joint-stock Land Banks. 

In the very recent case of Brown v. Jackson, 179 N. C., 368, it was 
held that the stock of the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Company was 
taxable in the hands of the shareholders, and is not exempt from taxa- 
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tion like other stocks, This seems to have had very small enforcement, 
or there is much less of this stock owned in the State than is generally 
supposed, for as it appears from the State Auditor’s report, the entire 
sum derived from taxes on stocks of all kinds in this State last year is 
reported as $25,000. 

In Belo v. Comrs., 82 N. C., 415, Chief Justece Smith held that a tax 
upon the shares of stock in the hands of stockholders was imperative and 
not discretionary, in addition to the tax upon the real and personal 
property of the corporation, which was also imperatiwe and not discre- 
tionary. That decision stands unquestioned in our Reports, and has 
been reiterated and approved by Ashe, J., in Worth v. R. R., 89 N.C., 
305, and in every case since. 

It is further said in Comrs. v. Tobacco Co., 116 N. C., 446, on the 
identical point presented here, as follows: “Originally the tax upon 
the shares of stock was collected of the individual shareholders at their 
several places of residence. Buie v. Comrs., 79 N.C., 267. But under 
that method many shares failed to be listed for taxation. Besides, the 
shares of nonresident owners, except those of national banks, escaped 
taxation in this State under the ruling in R. BR. v. Comrs., 91 N. C., 454. 
To remedy this, the provision was passed which, in sec: 14, ch. 296, 
Laws 1893 (which has been substantially reénacted at every session of 
the Legislature since), requires the list of shares to be given in by the 
proper officer of the corporation, which shall pay the same in behalf of 
the shareholders. This does not affect the liability of the shares to tax 
as the property of the shareholders, but is simply for the convenience 
of the State in collecting the tax. The effect is merely to change the 
situs of the shares for taxation from the residence of the owner to the 
locality where the chief office of the corporation is situated, as was held 
in Wiley v. Comrs., 111 N. C., 397. It simply extends to the collection 
of taxes due by shareholders in other corporations the mode of collec- 
tion already in force as to shareholders in national banks.” But it 
should be noted that this is now changed to a total exemption of the 
owner of stock from all taxation thereon. 

That opinion further said: “The capital stock belongs to the corpo- 
ration. The shares or certificates of stock are entirely a different 
matter. They belong to the shareholders individually, and under the 
Constitution must be taxed ad valorem like other ‘property belonging 
to the holder, independently of the taxation upon the corporation, its 
franchises, etc.’ 

To the same effect are the decisions throughout the country, which 
can be found grouped in the elaborate notes to State Board v. Coggin 
(Ill.), 58 L. R. A., 518-618, which cite the above case at pp. 590, 594, 
601. On p. 594 it quotes from Chief Justice Waite, in Tenn. v. Whit- 
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worth, 117 U. 8., 129, as follows: “In corporations four elements of 
taxable value are sometimes found: (1) franchises; (2) capital stock 
in the hands of the corporation; (3) corporate property; and (4) shares 
of the capital stock in the hands of the wndividual stockholders.” 

The Constitution of this State, Article V, section 3, specifies the only 
property which may be exempted from taxation, and in it there is no 
authority to the Legislature to exempt the owners of the ‘stocks’ and 
‘bonds’ of any corporation from payment of taxes upon the true value 
thereof because the corporation has paid taxes (as it rightly should do) 
upon its own property, nor for any other reason. In that same article, 
section 5, there is authority to exempt “wearing apparel, arms for 
muster, household and kitchen furniture, and mechanical and agricul- 
tural implements of mechanics and farmers, libraries, and scientific 
instruments, or any other personal property, to a value not exceeding 
$300.” But the State has felt so poor that every farmer and mechanic 
for more than 50 years has been required to pay taxes on his clothing 
for his family, his household and kitchen furniture, his blacksmith’s 
and farming tools and plows “above $25,” until, the matter being called 
to the attention of the Legislature (see concurring opinion in this Court, 
Wagstaff v. Highway Commission, 177 N. C., at bottom of page 360), 
this exemption was raised to $300 for the first time by the Legislature 
of 1919. 

Those who labor and toil have been required to pay taxes on every- 
thing above $25—on their pots and pans, the washing tv.b of the washer- 
woman, the farmer on his plows, the blacksmith on his tools, and every 
one on everything above $25. The Tax Commission now contends that 
the Legislature, contrary to the equality of taxation, required alike by 
the Constitution and by justice, had power to exempt, and has exempted, 
the investment of fifteen hundred millions of the best property in the 
State, the stock of its most prosperous corporations, from paying any 
share of the burden of maintaining the Government wader which they 
live, and thus made it nontaxable, though this Court and the United 
States Supreme Court have held that the property of the corporation 
itself could not be exempted from taxation by the act of the Legislature. 
R. BR. v. Allsbrook, 110 N. C., 137, affirmed on writ of arror, 146 U. S., 
279. 

It is a maxim of the law, as well as of political economy, that the 
“power to tax is the power to destroy,” and there is no power more 
deadly to the prosperity of a people than to increase taxation on those 
of small means, and who by their labor and their efforts earn a bare 
living, while wholly exempting stocks issued and sold by the wealthy 
and powerful corporations, the just share of taxation on the purchasers 
of which must thus be paid by the class that is less wealthy and in- 
fluential. 
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The owner of a note for money loaned a neighbor is taxed, while the 
borrower is taxed also on the land mortgaged to secure the loan. They 
are not corporations, endowed with special privileges. 

The decisions from the U. S. Supreme Court are uniform, like our 
decisions, on this point. In Van Allen v. Assessors, 70 U.S. (3 Wall.), 
573, 583, and 584, it is said: “The tax on shares is not a tax on the 
capital of the bank. The corporation is the legal owner of all the 
property of the bank, real and personal; and within the powers con- 
ferred upon it by the charter, and for the purposes for which it was 
created, can deal with corporate property as absolutely as a private 
individual can deal with bis own, . . . the interest of the share 
holder entitles him to participate in the net profits earned by the bank 
in the employment of his capital, during the existence of its charter, in 
proportion to the number of his shares; and upon its dissolution or 
termination, to his proportion of the property that may remain, of the 
corporation, after the payment of its debts. This is a distinct, inde- 
pendent interest or property, held by the shareholder like any other 
property that may belong to him.” ‘This is quoted verbatim and ap- 
proved. People v. Comrs., 71 U. S., at p. 258, the Court saying, “And 
we add, of course, is subject to like taxation.” 

And in Tennessee v. Whitworth, 117 U. S., 129, at p. 186, Mr. Chief 
Justice Waite, in delivering the opinion of the Court, says: “In corpo- 
‘rations four elements of taxable value are sometimes found. First, the 
franchise; second, the capital stock in the hands of the corporation; 
third, the corporate property; and fourth, the shares of capital stock in 
the hands of the individual stockholders.” 

In Bank v. Tennessee, 161 U. S., 146, the Court says: “The capital 
stock of a corporation and the shares into which such stock may be 
divided and held by individual shareholders may both be taxed, and it 
is not double taxation,” citing Van Allen v. Assessors, 70 U.S. (8 Wall.), 
578; People v. Comrs., 71 U. S. (8 Wall.), 244, already cited in Far- 
rington v. Tennessee, 95 U. S., 687. 

In New Orleans v. Houston, 205 U. S., 395, Mr. Justice Matthews 
said, speaking for the Court: “It is well settled by the decisions of this 
Court that the property of shareholders in their shares, and the property 
of the corporation in its capital stock, are distinct property interests, 
and, where that is the legislative intent clearly expressed, that both may 
be taxed,” as in the Constitution of North Carolina. This doctrine is 
fully recognized in Union Refrigerator Transit Co. v. Kentucky, 199 
U. S., 194, and in many other cases. There are sound reasons for it in 
public policy. | 

In a more recent case, Hawley v. Malden, 232 U. 8., 1 (October, 
1913), the Court says: “The property of shareholders in their respective 


532 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 
PERSON v. WATTS. 


shares is distinct from the corporate property, franchises, and capital 
stock of the corporation itself, and may be separately taxed.” It also 
quotes with approval Corry v. Baltvemore, 196 U. S., 496, that “A state 
has the undoubted right in creating corporations, to provide for the 
taxation in that State of all their shares, whether owned by residents or 
nonresidents.” 

These uniform decisions by the U. 8S. Supreme Court and by our own 
Court—for there is no decision to the contrary—are sufficient, but we 
may add the following to the same purport from those States, whose 
Constitution, like ours, require unzformity and equality in the taxation 
of property. 

Alabama: In Bank v. Hewitt, 112 Alabama, 553, it is said: “The 
question has been fully considered and settled that the ownership of 
land by a corporation is entirely separate from the ownership by share- 
holders of stock in the corporation. The former is realty, the latter is 
personalty under all circumstances. The corporation acting through 
the power conferred by its charter, the shareholder dispcses of his shares 
as he does of any other property he may own. The property of each is 
subject to taxation, without regard to the other. The one may become 
insolvent, while the other is entirely solvent. A private corporation, 
like an individual, may invest its money in nontaxable property. When 
it does so, the property remains subject to taxation. Desty on Taxation, 
330; zbid., 371; Maguire v. Board of Revenue, 71 Ala., 401; Van Allen 
v. The Assessors, 70 U. S. (3 Wall.), 583. Many authorities might be 
cited to the proposition.” 

Georgia: In 125 Georgia, 595 (1906), itis said: “It would be more 
than idle to contend in this day that one who owns shares of stock in a 
corporation is not the owner of property. It is true the value of the 
property depends largely, if not entirely, upon a fiction of the law. But 
every holder of a share of stock in any corporation is a property owner. 
Shares of stock are bought and sold. They are bequeathed to legatees 
and descend to heirs. The Legislature may have even the right under 
our Constitution to declare that the situs for taxation of shares of 
foreign stock held by a resident of Georgia is not in Georgia, but they 
clearly have the power to declare that shares of such stock have a situs 
for taxation in this State. The General Assembly has so declared, and 
residents in this State who own this class of property must bear the same 
burden of taxation as 1s required of owners of other kinds of property.” 

Iilinois: In Bank v. Kinsella, 201 Illinois, 31 (1903), the Court 
says: “The taxing of tangible property to the corporation and of the 
shares of stock to the holders thereof is not double taxation,” quoting 
from Banking Co. v. Parks, 88 Illinois, 173, as follows: “This Court 
has repeatedly held that the tangible property of a corporation and the 
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shares of stock are separate and distinct kinds of property under differ- 
ent-ownership; the first named being the property of the corporation, 
and the last named is the property of the individual stockholders, both 
of which, under the provisions of the revenue law, being subject to 
taxation.” It also quotes Porter v. RB. R., 76 Illinois, 561, and subse- 
quent cases, and the U. S. Supreme Court, in Minot v. R. #., 18 Wall., 
206, and Taylor v. Secor, 69 U. S. (2 Otto), 575, and other cases, as 
follows: “These cases hold that such taxation is netther double nor 
unconstitutional; that the property of different ownerships must be 
taxed by the municipalities from which they derive their powers and 
franchises,” It further quotes, in Trust Co. v. Lander, as follows: 
“A state has a power to tax both the capital and shares of a corporation, 
unless prohibited by its Constitution, and to do so would not be double 
taxation.” And further quotes several authorities that “The capital 
stock of a corporation and the shares into which such shares are divided 
and held by individual shareholders are two distinct pieces of property. 
The capital stock and the shares of stock in the hands of shareholders 
may both be taxed, and it is not double taxation.” Among the many 
cases cited for this proposition is Van Allen v. Assessors, 70 U. S., 573. 

Indiana: In Building Co. v. Board, 30 Indiana App., 13, it is said 
that the assessment of taxes upon the company for money loaned arising 
from interest and premium does not amount to double taxation on the 
grounds that the stockholders are assessed on their shares since their 
shares are assessable against the stockholders, citing, on p. 21, several 
eases from the Indiana Supreme Court. 

Iowa: In Judy v. Beckwith, 187 Iowa (1908), 30, the Court says: 
“A shareholder and the corporation are two distinct persons, their rights 
and interests with relations to the property and business are distinct 
and separable. The corporation is the sole owner of such property, 
while the shares of the capital stock simply entitles the holder to demand 
his just proportion of the dividends, and when the corporation is dis- 
solved, to also demand his like proportion of the remnant of assets.” 
Then, after citing authorities that the owner of the stock can bring an 
action to recover them, and that on his death it is distributed to his 
heirs, the Court adds: “Such shares being personalty, representing 
valuable rights personal to the owner, no good reason can be assigned 
why they should not be governed by the usual rule, which makes such 
property taxable at the owner’s domicile. With but very little discord 
in the cases, save as objection has been occasionally made in academic 
discussions, such taxation is upheld by all the courts,” citing numerous 
authorities from many states. It is further said (p. 85): “Capdtal 
stock and shares of capital stock represent different property rights, one 
belonging to the corporation and the other to the shareholders, and both 
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may be taxed without violation of any established principle of law,” 
citing a long list of cases from several states, among others, Belo v. 
Comrs., 82 N. C., 415, and Shelby Co. v. Bank, 161 U. §., 149. 

In Head v. Board, 170 Iowa, 306 (1915), the Court held, citing U. S. 
authorities, Bank v. Des Momes, 205 U. S., 516, particularly, that 
“Shares in corporations are property entirely distinct and independent 
from the property of the corporation. The tax on an individual in 
respect to his shares wn the corporation 1s not regarded as a tax as upon 
the corporation wtself.” 

Kansas: In Bank v. Moon, Kansas (1918), the Court held: “The 
distinction between the class of property known as shares of stock and 
the class of property owned by the corporation called capital stock, and 
sometimes called capital, has always been recognized aind enforced by 
the Supreme Court of the United States. Its decisions are authoritative 
because of the legislative purpose to conform the tax law to the require- 
ments of the Federal law. A specious argument frequently advanced 
is that the shares of stock represent the capital stock, which in turn 
represents the property of the corporation, so that a tax return of shares 
by the stockholders, or the corporation for them, and a return of capital 
stock or property by the corporation, accomplish the same end, but by 
different methods. The fallacy of ,this argument is exposed by the 
decision in People v. Comrs.,'71 U.S. (4 Wall.), 244.” ‘The Court then 
quotes from the several cases from the U. S. Supreme Court above 
set out. 

Kentucky: In Franklin Co. v. Bank, 87 Kentucky, 382, it is said: 
“The capital stock of a bank and the shares of capital are distinct things, 
and both may be taxed. So, also, the franchise, the surplus earnings, 
and the real estate are things distinct from the capital stock, and from 
each other, and the State may tax the bank under each of these heads 
without imposing double taxation.” The Court says: “It may be 
regarded as settled by the current of authority, and for the purpose of 
this investigation we will concede that it is so settled, tha the appellee’s 
capital stock and the shares of its stock are distinct things. That the 
capital stock is the money authorized to be paid in, and actually paid 
in, as the basis of the business of the bank, and the means of conducting 
its operations. The corporation cannot increase or diminish this capital 
stock without express authority to do so; for the reason that it consti- 
tutes a trust fund which is held by the appellee as trustee, first, for the 
purpose of meeting and making good its liabilities; second, after dis- 
charging its obligations for the benefit of its stockholders. The shares 
of the capital stock are represented by certificates. Each holder is a 
beneficiary to the extent of his ownership. But he cannot control or 
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the corporation’s business operation. The shareholder is entitled only 
to share in the profits. So, the capital stock and the shares of the 
capital stock are distinct things, and both may be taxed. So, also, the 
franchise—the right of the corporation to exercise its powers in the 
prosecution of its business as a distinct right from its capital stock— 
may be taxed. So, also, its surplus earnings, being distinct from its 
capital stock, may be taxed. So, also, its real estate, if it does not repre- 
sent 1ts capital stock, but only its earnings, which are not a part of its 
capital stock, may be taxed. Angell and Ames on Corporations, secs. 
556, 557; Bradley v. People (4 Wall.), 459; National Bank v. Common- 
wealth (9 Wall.), 353.” | 

Massachusetts: In Hawley v. Malden, 204 Mass., 104, the Court 
held, quoting New Orleans v. Houston, 119 U.S., 277, and other U. S. 
decisions: “It is well settled by the decisions of this Court that the 
property of the shareholders and the property of corporations in its 
capital stock, are distinct property interests, and where that legislative 
intent is clearly expressed both may be tawed,”’ adding as citations 
Transient Co. v. Kentucky, 199 U. S., 194, and many other cases, and 
adding: “There are sound reasons for it in public policy.” This case 
itself was affirmed on writ of error by U. 8S. Supreme Court, 232 U.S., 1. 

In Loring v. Beverly, 222 Mass. (1916), 332, it is said, citing the 
above case: “Shares of stock are property distinct in kind from the 
capital, franchise or other property of a corporation. Taxation upon 
one or all of these elements of property of the corporation does not 
prevent taxation upon the shares of stock as the property of the owner 
at his domicile.” 

New Jersey: In State v. Branin, 23 N. J. L., 484, the Court held: 
“The stock of incorporated banks, although the bank pays a tax on its 
capital, may be taxed in the hands of stockholders if authorized by the 
Legislature.” In that State the Constitution does not require, as here, 
the equal and uniform taxation of all property, including “investments 
in bonds and stocks.” | 

Ohio: In Bradley v. Bauder, 36 Ohio State, 35, the Court says: 
“The argument is that the capital of the corporation is invested in 
property which is taxed in the name of the corporation, and that the 
shares in the capital stock, when owned by individuals, only represent 
proportions in the ownership of such property, and hence, to tax the 
shares is another mode of taxing the property of the corporation, and 
that a tax upon both, although the tax upon one is imposed by another 
State, violates the rule or principle of equality established by the Con- 
stitution. ‘This argument, however plausible it seems, has never met 
with favor from the courts. Double taxation, in a legal sense, does not 
exist, unless the double tax is levied upon the same property within the 
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same jurisdiction. Here the property owned by the plaintiffs is not 
only not the same as that owned by the corporation, but tts situs, so far 
as shares of stock are capable of one, is in a different Siate.” 

Tennessee: In State v. Bank, 95 Tennessee, 221, the Court “reaffirms 
that tazation of capital stock to the corporation and of the shares of 
stock to its stockholders 1s not double taxation. Capital stock and 
shares of stock are separate and distinct property interests and form 
separate and distinct subjects for taxation,” citing numerous cases. 
The capital of a corporation, whatever invested in, and the individual 
shares of stock, are distinct species of property. Farrington v. Ten- 
nessee, 95 U. S., 679. The owner of a share of stock owns no part of 
the capital of the company. Watson v. Spratley, 10 Exch., 256. The 
corporation is its sole owner, holding the same, it is true, in trust, for 
the purpose for which the corporation was created, and upon its winding 
up, for the benefit of creditors and shareholders. The ownership of a 
share of stock, so far as the property of the corporation is concerned, is 
but the ownership of the right to participate, from time to time, in the 
net profits of the business, and upon the dissolution of the corporation 
to a proportion of the assets after the payment of the corporate debts. 
It is personal property, which, upon the death of the owner, goes to his 
administrator, although the entire capital of the corporation may con- 
sist of real estate. The owner may sell or dispose of his stock at 
pleasure, and, in so doing, works no change or modification in the title 
to the corporate property.” 

Virginia: In Commonwealth v. Charlottesville, 90 Virginia, 190, the 
Court quotes with approval and reaffirms the proposition laid down in 
Bank v. Richmond, 79 Virginia, 113, as follows: “The capital stock 
and the shares of capital stock are distinct things, the former belonging 
to the corporation and the latter to individuals. Both may be taxed, 
and it is not double taxation.” At that time the Constitution of Vir- 
ginia, like ours, required uniformity in taxation, but at their Convention 
in 1900 that provision was struck out. In this State it has simply been 
ignored. 

That Court, citing cases, added: “The two are very different things. 
The capital or capital stock belongs to the corporation; the shares to 
individuals, and being different property interests, and consequently 
distinct subjects of taxation, the better opinion is that taxing both is 
not double taxation. Burroughs, Taxation, 170; Bank v. Richmond, 79 
Va., 113; Farrington v. Tennessee, 95 U. S., 679.” 

Washington: In Bank v. Pierce Co., 20 Wash., 683, the Court holds, 
eiting Van Allen v. Assessors, and other U. 8S. decisions, that “the tax 
on the shares is not a tax on the capital of a bank. The corporation is 
legal owner of all the property of the bank, real and personal; and 
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within the powers conferred upon it by the charter, and for the purpose 
for which it was created can deal with the corporate property as abso- 
lutely as a private individual can deal with his own.” 


SUMMARY 


It appears clearly from the above authorities that it is held uniformly 
always and everywhere—ubique, semper et cadem—that the stock in the 
hands of shareholders is his individual property, and that the capital 
stock, franchises, and tangible property of the corporation are its prop- 
erty, that there is a distinct ownership by the two parties of a separate 
and distinct species of property, and that the taxation of one does not 
exempt the property of the other from taxation. The cases say the 
opposite contention is “specious.” 

It also appears that in all cases where the Constitution, as in this 
State, requires that all property, real and personal, shall be taxed, tt is 
unconstitutional to ecempt the shares of the stockholders from taxation 
upon the ground that the property of the corporation, whether capital 
stock, franchises, or tangible property, is taxed. 

There are some states in which the requirement of the Constitution 
of North Carolina and of some other states that there shall be “uniform 
taxation of all property,” and that “all moneys, investments in bonds, 
stocks, ete., shall be taxed uniformly” does not appear. In those states 
it is held to be discretionary what property shall be taxed. But, in all 
others, the shares in the hands of the stockholders are required to be 
taxed, and to refrain from doing so is a clear evasion of an imperative 
constitutional duty, which was imposed for the protection of those who 
might not have idle money to invest in stocks and other securities. 

But the defendants claim that the Court is without authority to issue 
a mandamus to the Corporation Commission to levy the tax. Every 
gitizen is entitled to have the Court pass upon his claim that the taxes 
imposed by any statute, or even which is likely to be imposed, shall be 
declared illegal by the courts if contrary to the constitutional protection. 
This is constantly done when injunctions are sought against issuance 
of bonds, and formerly, when there was a provision requiring equation 
between the taxes on the poll and taxes on the property, this Court 
repeatedly held statutes laying taxation without observing this equation 
to be invalid. 

This prohibition of the exemption of investments in stocks and bonds 
is in section 3 of Article V. Section 1 of that same article required, 
until recently amended, that there should be an equation in the statute 
levying taxes between the tax on property and the tax on polls, and as 
to that it has been repeatedly held that when that requirement was not 
observed the statute levying the tax issue was void. FR. RB. v. Comrs., 
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148 N. C., 220; French v. Comrs., 74 N. C., 692; Trull v. Comrs., 72 
N. C., 388; Mauney v. Comrs., 71 N. C., 486. In Board of Education 
v. Comrs., 187 N. C., 310, and in Jones v. Comrs., 107 N. C., 248, it was 
held that the observance of this equation was absolutely necessary to the 
validity of all revenue or taxing laws, providing for the ordinary and 
necessary expenses of the Government, and that an act levying a tax, or 
making, repairing, or keeping up the public roads of a county exempting 
polls from taxation was unconstitutional. S.v. Godwin, 123 N.C., 697. 
And there are many others holding that the non-observance of this 
requirement in section 1 renders the taxing law invalid in toto. This 
provision in section 3 of the same article must, therefore, be void if 
the requirement that all property, including “investment in stocks and 
bonds,” shall be taxed equally and uniformly is disregarded. 

Indeed, in FR. R. v. Comrs., 148 N. C., 220, it was held by Connor, J. 
(now the distinguished judge of the Federal Court ir. Eastern North 
Carolina), speaking for a unanimous Court, three of whom (Judges 
Walker, Hoke, and the writer) are still on this bench, that a mandamus 
could issue to compel the commissioners to place the omitted items 
necessary to comply with the equation of taxation upon the tax list. 
This case has been repeatedly cited and approved sinc: by this Court. 
See the numerous cases cited thereto in the Anno. Ed. Among other 
cases citing and approving that case was the opinion in the same volume, 
Perry v. Comrs., 148 N. C., 521, by Hoke, J., also speaking for a unani- 
mous Court. The cases holding that the revenue act was void if it 
disregarded section 1 of this Article V of the Constitution, and holding 
that a mandamus could issue were to enforce this provision in order to 
lighten the tax on property by observing the requirement to levy a tax 
upon the polls. 

In this case, the plaintiffs are seeking under section 3 of the same 
article to require the lightening of the burdens upon the property of 
nonstockholders by placing upon the tax list (or holding void an act 
which does not do so) an immensely greater relief by taxing investments 
in stocks as required by section 3 of the same article. If, as the above 
cases hold, it was invalid to omit the levy of a poll tax because this made 
somewhat heavier the tax on property, for a stronger reason it is neces- 
sary to require fifteen hundred millions of money. invested (whatever 
the sum is, it is very large) in the best property of the State to be placed 
on the tax list, that this equality and uneformity in taxation of all prop- 
erty may be observed, which the Constitution requires. 

For a stronger reason, when the taxes laid upon that large portion of 
our people who own no stocks in corporations is greatly increased, being 
probably double or more than it should be by reason of the fact that the 
investments by the wealthy of their funds in so-called “‘tax-free stocks” 


N. 0.| FALL TERM, 1929. 539 
PERSON v. WATTS. 


have exempted them from all the burdens of the Government, the Court 
should declare the illegality of such exemption. The mere formality, 
even if it were erroneous, that the complainant taxpayers here ask for 
relief by mandamus cannot vitiate the right of the plaintiffs to have a 
proper judgment, declaring the statute invalid, as has been so often done 
in other instances, 

It has been over and over again held by this Court that the form of 
the prayer of relief is immaterial; and, indeed, if there were no prayer 
at all for relief it would not be a defect, but “the party can obtain any 
relief to which the facts alleged entitled him.” McCullock v. R. R., 146 
N. C., 816, and some 50 cases since, many of which are cited in C. S., 
506 (3), and many others, with which all lawyers are familiar. 

The complaint which is made in this proceeding is based upon the 
soundest principles of justice, and upon the clear and unmistakable 
language of the Constitution, which requires that “investments in stocks 
and bonds” shall be taxed uniformly with other property, and it is not 
denied, and cannot be denied, that a vast sum, if not fully a billion and 
a half, of money is invested in stocks, owned by the influential classes, 
and is absolutely exempt from all taxation, and thereby the taxation 
of all others is probably doubled. These latter are those who pay 
double taxation, for they not only pay taxes on their own property, 
assessed often at a high figure, but they pay the taxes which ought to be 
paid by the owners of “investments in stocks and bonds,” as is explicitly 
required by the Constitution. 

This provision of the Constitution is relied upon by the plaintiffs as 
a shield against the continuance of this discrimination, and this action 
is brought in accordance with numberless precedents adjudging invalid 
statutes authorizing issuance of bonds, and which invalidated statutes 
levying taxation in disregard of the equation between the property and 
the poll tax, and in divers other cases. A statute which exempts so large 
a part of the property of the State from all taxation with the result of 
doubly taxing those who do not own stocks in corporations, the plaintiffs 
claim, should therefore be declared illegal. 

The plaintiffs claim that the illegally exempted stocks should pay 
fifteen million dollars city, county, and State taxes annually. It may be 
more or Jess than that sum. An exact knowledge of the amount cannot 
be ascertained until this exempted property is placed upon the tax list, 
like real estate and other property, as the Constitution plainly requires. 
Until then, only an estimate can be made, for the statute above quoted 
makes it punishable, with penalty of $1,000, a year’s imprisonment, and 
dismissal from office to give information on the subject from the corpo- 
ration reports. Laws 1921, ch. 34, sec. 805 (2), p. 222. .The corpora- 
tions offering for sale “tax-free” securities are well protected. 


540 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 


PERSON Uv. WATTS. 


It is quite certain that less than 3 per cent of the people of this State 
are “stockholders.” Yet they have this immense aggregation of prop- 
erty exempted from taxation, and the taxes which they should pay 
thereon are collected out of the other 97 per cent of the population, who 
are unable to secure any exemption of their property. 

The plaintiffs have asked for a mandamus against the Tax Commis- 
sion and the Tax Commissioner to place this omitted property upon the 
tax list. The U. S. District and Circuit Courts of Appeal and the 
Supreme Court of the United States have held that a mandamus will 
lie at the instance of a private creditor to force tax assessors to put 
property on their books, increase their assessed value, and do such other 
things as may be necessary to bring the property upon the tax list that 
taxes may be collected thereon to pay judgments of the courts or bonded 
indebtedness, notwithstanding, as in the well known case of Carteret 
County of this State, there may be express legislation forbidding the 
tax assessors to do so. 

Tf the courts are sufficiently jealous of the rights of private creditors 
and bondholders to issue a mandamus against the officials to collect a 
debt, how much niore jealous should the courts be when the rights of all 
the people are involved. A leading case upon this subject is Falls City 
Construction Co. v. Jimmerson, 222 Fed., 489; L. R. A. (1918 B), 1102, 
which holds that a mandamus lies at the instance of a judgment creditor 
of a county whose judgment cannot be collected (because of a permitted 
tax rate upon the assessed valuation of the property of te county which 
did not produce sufficient revenue) to compel the tax officials to raise 
the assessment to the full value of the property as required by the 
Constitution, although by so doing the taxes throughout the State will 
not be equal and uniform, as required by the Constitution, because the 
property in other counties was assessed below its true value. 

The legislative enactment relied upon in this case tc exempt so im- 
mense a mass of property as the money invested throughout the State 
in stocks, which are exempted from all taxation, is in direct violation 
of the express provision of the highest law, which is the Constitution 
of the State. 

In Hicks v. Cleveland, 106 Fed., 462, decided in this Federal Circuit, 
Judges Goff, Simonton, and Waddell sitting, held that a mandamus 
would issue to compel the listing of property to pay interest on railroad 
bonds in South Carolina, Judge Semonton saying, for the Court: “The 
defense proceeds upon the ground that the Legislature of South Carolina 
has forbidden its officers to levy and collect the tax to pay this, and 
claims of the same character—has in effect made it a misdemeanor for 
them to do so—and that hence a mandamus under these circumstances 
will not lie,’ but the Court held that the mandamus did lie, and that 
the act of the South Carolina Legislature was unconstitutional. 
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We have seen that mandamus lies to enforce the constitutional provi- 
sion requiring the listing of all property for taxation, even though the 
Legislature has sought to exempt it. This has been held in cases where 
individual creditors only were plaintiffs, and were seeking to enforce 
collection of their claims. 

In United Brethren v. Comrs., 115 N. C., 490, it is said: “The gen- 
eral rule is liability to taxation, and that all property shall contribute 
its share to the support of the Government which protects it. Exemp- 
tion from taxation is exceptional. It needs no citation from reiterated 
precedents that such exceptions should be strictly construed, and if we 
have any doubts (which we have not), they should be resolved in favor 
of liability to taxation.” 

In that case, it was said that the fundamental principle of our Consti- 
tution is that all property shall be taxed uniformly except that which is 
either expressly exempted by the Constitution itself or as to which the 
power of exemption by the Legislature is left discretionary within the 
limits prescribed by the Constitution, citing Redmond v. Comrs., 106 
N. ©., 122. 

This case has been cited with approval by Hoke, J., in Davis v. 
Salisbury, 161 N. C., 56, and in Southern Assembly v. Palmer, 166 
N. C., 75, and other cases; and the doctrine has been reaffirmed at this 
term in Trustees v. Avery County, 184 N. C., 469. 

The present case is much stronger, for here not only no exemption is 
granted or discretionary authority to exempt, but there is an express 
requirement that investments in stocks and bonds shall be taxed. 

Since this case was argued here, the President of the United States, 
yielding to an urgent and Union-wide demand, has urged upon Congress 
the adoption of an amendment forbidding the issuance of “tax-free” 
securities, and both Houses.of Congress are already engaged in consider- 
ing a bill to that effect. The steady accumulation of vast masses of 
wealth by corporations and individuals is a menace to our institutions. 
It has been largely caused by the exemption of their investments from 
taxation, thereby doubling the taxation upon all others. In response to 
an unmistakable public demand, the XVI Amendment was adopted, 
which required the levy of a heavily graduated income tax to put some 
restriction upon such vast accumulations, but this has been largely nulli- 
fied by the device which special interests have secured in both national 
and state legislation of making it heavily penal for any officer to give 
information as to the returns on income. In this State it has also been 
greatly restricted by the recent constitutional amendment limiting the 
income tax to 6 per cent. In addition, the accumulation of great estates 
in corporations and in individual hands has been most strongly fostered 
by disregarding the constitutional provision now before us which forbids 
the exemption from taxation of “investments in stocks and bonds.” 
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These vast accumulations are seeking investment, and also public 
favor, now by legislation fostering loans to farmers and others. upon 
mortgages. The result of this will be that many farmers and others will 
become mortgagors, and therefore tenants at will upon the property they 
now own, and gradually we must become largely a nation of peasants and 
laborers. What is needed is not this semi-charity, ostentatiously doled 
out, but simple justice by enforcing the constitutional provision requir- 
ing the taxation of “investments in stocks and bonds” equally and uni- 
formly with other property, real and personal, “at their true value in 
money.” This will insure a reduction in the rate of taxation upon 
those who do not possess idle capital to invest in “tax-free” securities, 
and a heavily graduated income tax may prevent the accumulation, as 
now, in a few years of sums, which in ordinary and just course of busi- 
ness would require hundreds of thousands of years to accumulate. 

The provision of our Constitution prohibiting the issuance of “tax- 
free” securities should be strictly enforced, both because required by 
the Constitution and by a wise and just regard for those who produce the 
wealth of the State, and as a political necessity for the security of our 
free institutions. 

When the United States Supreme Court set aside the income tax law, 
Judge Brown, one of the dissenting judges, stated that if that decision 
stood this country would “sink into a despotism of sordid wealth,” and 
the other dissenting judges were as outspoken and emphatic. The people 
of this country stood with the dissenting judges and wrote into the Con- 
stitution X VI Amendment under which we have now not only an income 
tax, but one that (until lately) was graduated to run as high as 68 
per cent. Without this, the prophecy of the dissenting judges would 
not only have become true, but it would have been impossible to carry 
on the late war, or, indeed, the Government, with its greatly increased 
expenditures. 

There is in this State, beyond all question, a vast amount of double 
taxation, which 1s caused entirely by the fact that a vast sum, probably 
fifteen hundred millions, invested in stocks, besides bonds are entirely ex- 
empted from all taxation with the result that the nonstockholding masses 
are taxed double and even treble their former taxation to make up the 
taxes which the Constitution requires shall be paid by tniform taxation 
on all property, including “investments in stocks and bends.” 

The result of this vast exemption is that all fluid wealth flows natur- 
ally to these illegally “tax-free” investments. Only in the last few days 
one of the corporations in this State has declared a 500 per cent stock 
dividend; that is $600 to every owner of stock for $100 invested, and 
each owner has thus $600 for every $100 put in the property, all of 
which is tax-free. 
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Another corporation, in the same manner, has recently added six 
millions of stock dividends to its four million, giving the owners of the 
stock ten million dollars of exemptions and dividends instead of four 
millions. Another in the last few years has increased its capital stock 
from a few millions to 100 millions, and the owners of the 100 millions 
all are exempt. These are merely a few instances of what is going on 
around us. Who will invest money in farms, or lands, or houses, or 
other investments when the same money invested in stocks grows thus 
marvelously, and not only the original investment, but all of this mar- 
velous increase is also “tax-free”—the entire burden of the State, county, 
and city governments being thrown entirely upon the nonstockholding 
masses. The growing demands of the State, county, and city govern- 
ments for all purposes must be met, and with a steady growth in the 
bonded indebtedness of each (the principal being already nearly 100 
millions, as well as the interest on which, must be met), taxation is fall- 
ing with terrific force upon property subject to taxation by reason of the 
exemption in direct conflict with the Constitution of the most profitable 
investments in the State. 

As to the plea that the statute of limitations is a protection of this 
illegal exemption because it has been acquiesced in more or less by 
legislation, it must be said that this legislation has been held illegal by 
every decision of the Court of this State and of the United States, and 
of all the other states whose Constitution, like ours, requires equal and 
uniform taxation of all property, except such as is exempted or author- 
ized to be exempted by the Constitution itself. The fact that the validity 
of this particular statute has not until now been presented to the court, 
in its present shape, makes it all the more necessary to hold it invalid. 
That there is no statute of limitations in favor of unconstitutional legis- 
lation was held in Rf. R. v. Allsbrook, 110 N. C., 187, where the Court 
set aside the exemption which had been granted to two great railroad 
companies by the Legislature after a lapse of nearly half a century. 
And in Mial v. Ellington, 184 N. C., 181, which overruled Hoke v. 
Henderson, 15 N. C., 1, after it had been affirmed 60 times, and after a 
lapse of 73 years. 

The question whether the courts can hold any act of the Legislature 
unconstitutional has been debated, but if any case should require that 
it be done the plaintiffs are presenting it now. So many statutes have 
been held unconstitutional by this Court without it being deemed a 
reflection upon the legislative department, surely the remedy should not 
be denied in a matter which affects vitally the rights of every taxpayer, 
even the humblest. 

If the people of this State, with the facts before them, are content to 
continue this legislative exemption of fully one-third of the property 
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of the State (and that third steadily increasing) from all taxation in the 
hands of less than 3 per cent of its people while taxing the other 97 per 
cent, three, four, and five times as high as formerly, it is for them to 
say so. No one can complain if with the facts made known, and with 
full knowledge of the constitutional provision requiring equality and 
uniformity in the taxing of all property, and of the former uniform 
decisions of this Court, as above set out, a majority of the people so 
wish. This should be a Government of the people, and if they so will, 
they can permit the continuance of this exemption and zonsequent great 
inequality in taxation; but in my humble judgment it should be declared 
by this Court unconstitutional in accordance with all previous decisions. 
This provision against exemption of all wealth invested in corporation 
stocks from bearing any part of the burdens of Government—State, 
county, and municipal—was put in the Constitution for the protection 
of the masses of the people against the power of growing and enormous 
aggregations of wealth in the hands of the few. 

Whether the provision in the Constitution forbidding the exemption 
of investments in stocks and bonds is in conflict with legislation which 
exempts all investments in stocks in corporations; and whether the 
decisions of the courts of this State and of the United Sates, and others 
above mentioned, have held such legislation illegal or not is not a matter 
of argument, but simply a question of reading the decisions themselves 
and the constitutional provision, as above set forth. 

In setting forth the decisions themselves holding uniformly such ex- 
emption to be in conflict with the express letter of the Constitution, as 
well as its spirit—and contrary to the eternal justice of “equal rights to 
all and special privileges to none’—and my deep conviction that this 
Court should declare these exemptions invalid, I have simply done my 
duty as it has been given me to see that duty. 





T. V. GORDON y. NORFOLK SOUTHERN RAILROAD COMPANY. 
(Filed 20 December, 1922.) 


Employer and Employee—Master and Servant—Carriers of Freight-— 
Railroads—Negligence—Federal Employers’ Liability Act-——Automatic 
Couplings—Federal Safe Appliance Act-—Contributory Negligence— 
Assumption of Risks—ZIinstructions. . 


The plaintiff was employed in interstate commerce as head brakeman 
by the defendant railroad company with the duty to set all through 
switches and to couple and uncouple cars, and while perl'orming this duty 
he was struck and injured while cutting off a car coupled to the train 
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with an improper automatic coupler used in violation of the Federal statute 
known as the “Safety Appliance Act,” by his striking a car that had been 
placed on the “house track” under his supervision, with conflicting evidence 
as to whether this car had been placed in the “clear,” and the conductor so 
informed: Held, in an action brought under the Federal Employers’ 
Liability Act, the refusal of a requested instruction by the defendant that 
the injury would be due to the plaintiff’s contributory negligence if it was 
caused by the close proximity of the car on the house track under the 
circumstances was not erroneous; and an instruction of the court that 
the defendant would be answerable if the violation of the Federal statute 
contributed to the injury was proper, both upon the issues of contributory 
negligence and assumption of risks. 


Apprat by defendant from Devin, J., at June Term, 1922, of Waxnr. 
This action was brought under the Federal Employers’ Liability Act 
or an injury suffered by the plaintiff while in the defendant’s employ. 
The plaintiff was head brakeman on one of the defendant’s freight 
trains at the time of his injury. He thus describes the duties of his 
employment: “The nature of the service that I was performing for the 
Norfolk Southern while acting as head brakeman was to set all through 
switches and to couple and uncouple cars, and that was the duty I was 
performing in the Charlotte yard on this 7 June. . . . I did not 
have anything to do with the application of the brakes on that car. 
That was no part of my duties. The rear brakeman is the man that 
does that.” 

As grounds for recovery, the plaintiff alleged in substance that he 
was injured by the negligent, unlawful, and wrongful conduct of the 
defendant in that: 

(a) The car that he was attempting to uncouple was being hauled and 
used in violation of the Safety Appliance Act in that it would not 
uncouple without the necessity of the plaintiff going between the cars of 
the train and using his hands to remove the pin. 

(b) The coupler was old, worn, defective, and insufficient, and would 
not uncouple in the usual way, and required the plaintiff to assume a 
position on the stirrup of the car to lift the pin. 

(c) The defendant ordered the plaintiff to uncouple said defective car. 

(d) Its failure to furnish a reasonably safe place to work and reason- 
ably safe appliances. 

(e) It failed to bring the car to a stop when he notified the defendant 
of the defective condition. 

(f) It allowed a free car to run upon an adjacent track in close and 
dangerous proximity to the track on which the plaintiff was engaged in 
the performance of his duty. 

(g) It failed to notify the plaintiff of the defective condition of its 
coupler and the close proximity of said car upon the adjacent track. 
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(h) It failed to properly apply and maintain brakes upon said car 
located on said adjacent track. 
(2) It failed to maintain its car at a safe distance from said track. 


The defendant denied its own negligence; pleaded contributory negli- 
gence on the part of the plaintiff; that he had assumed the risk; and 
that a violation of the Federal Safety Appliance Act did not contribute 
to the plaintiff’s injury. The jury found on all four of these issues in 
favor of the plaintiff, and assessed his damages. From the verdict and 
judgment thereon the defendant appealed. 


Douglass & Douglass and Pou, Batley & Pou for plarntff. 
R. N. Simms for defendant. 


Crark, C. J. The case was tried with ability on both sides in the 
court below, and the contentions were clearly presented in the argument 
here. There were numerous exceptions, but there are two only that we 
think require discussion by us. The defendant’s brie”, in presenting 
his exceptions for refusing to give prayers requested, said: ‘Certainly 
the instruction covered by the 45th exception should have been given, 
‘If the jury shall find from the evidence, and by ‘the greater weight 
thereof, that the car which the plaintiff cut off, and steted to the Con- 
ductor Jones, was in the clear on the team track, did not move from the 
place where it was located, when plaintiff so cut it off and so declared 
it in the clear between that time and the time when the plaintiff struck 
said car, then the jury should answer the first issue “No.”’” 

He also contended, under exception 47, that it was error to refuse the 
following prayer: “If the jury shall find from the evidence that the 
plaintiff placed the car in the house track and left the same in such 
close proximity to the team track that in riding the car into the team 
track the plaintiff was struck and injured, then this injury would be 
due to the plaintiff’s own negligence, and the jury should answer the first 
issue ‘No,’ ” 

We think that the court not only gave said instruction in substance, 
but was more favorable to the defendant than his prayer. He charged: 
“Tf the jury shall find from the evidence that the plaintiff was brakeman 
in charge of the placing of cars, and was directed to place one car in the 
house track, and after this car had been placed the conductor inquired 
of the plaintiff if the car was in the clear of the team track, and the 
plaintiff thereupon investigated and reported such car clear, and then 
the plaintiff, while attempting to place a car in the team track was 
struck by the car formerly placed by him in the house track because the 
same was not clear, or for any other reason not due to the negligence of 
the defendant, then the defendant would not be liable for the injury that 
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the plaintiff sustained, and the jury would answer the first issue ‘No.’ ” 


This instruction went beyond the prayer, for it not only exempted the 
defendant from liability if the plaintiff had been negligent in the matter 
referred to, but it also exempted the defendant if the plaintiff was 
struck by the other car on account of “any other reason not due to the 
negligence of the defendant.” 

The defendant also excepted because the court after having instructed 
the jury by reading from the 176 N. C. Reports said: “The fourth 
issue is addressed to this question whether or not the defendant, the 
railroad company, violated the Federal statute known as the Safety 
Appliance Act; and if it did violate that law, then whether that viola- 
tion contributed to the plaintiff’s injury. These are the questions raised 
in that issue. Whether it violated the law about using a car without 
proper couplers, automatic, those that would couple automatically by 
impact and those that would couple without a person having to go 
between the cars to do so. If you find by the greater weight of the 
evidence that the defendant violated the law, and that violation of the 
law contributed to the plaintiff’s injury, then you would answer that 
issue ‘Yes.’ Otherwise, ‘No.’” And the defendant excepted. But we 
think it is an almost verbatim quotation from the Federal Employers’ 
Liability Act, which provides, in section 2: “No such employee who 
may be injured or killed shall be held to have been guilty of contribu- 
tory negligence in any case where the violation by such common carrier 
of any statute enacted for the safety of employees contributed to the 
injury or death of such employee.” Section 4: “Such employee shall 
not be held to have assumed the risks of his employment in any case 
where the violation by such common carrier of any statute enacted for 
the safety of employees contributed to the injury or death of such 
employee.” 

Upon consideration of the whole case, and of the exceptions, we find 

No error. 





EUGENE IRVIN anp R. S. MONTGOMERY, as ADMINISTRATORS WITH THE 
WILL ANNEXED OF THE ESTATE OF H. C. HARRIS, DECEASED, v. WILLIAM C. 


HARRIS ET AL. 
(Filed 20 December, 1922.) 


Limitation of Actions—Deceased Persons—Executors and Administrators 
—Creditors——Estates. 

Cc. S., 412, extending the time within which an action that has survived 
may be brought against representatives of deceased persons to one year 
after the issuance of letters testamentary or of administration, provided 
the letters are issued within ten years of the death of such person, and 
that it is not necessary to bring an action upon a claim against the estate 
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to prevent the bar which has been admitted by the personal representa- 
tive, until after his final settlement, is an enabling statute, intending to 
enlarge to that extent the time within which the action may be brought, 
and not to suspend the operation of the statute, which continues to run. 
In this case the question of the custom of partners in roaking sealed and 
unsealed obligations is referred to the case of Supply Co. v. Windley, 176 
N. C,, 18. 


Tuts is a petition to rehear the case reported in 182 N. C., 653. From 
RocokINGHAM, 


J. I, Scales, J. M. Sharp, H. W. Cobb, Jr., Fentress & Jerome, and 
Manly, Hendren & Womble for petitioners. 

P. T. Stiers, W. R. Dalion, Thomas C. Heute ROP, Hobgood, Jt., 
and Humphreys & Gwynn contra. 


Apams, J. The question presented for decision in the petition for a 
rehearing involves the construction of the following statute: “If a 
person entitled to bring an action dies before the expiration of the time 
limited for the commencement thereof, and the cause of action survives, 
an action may be commenced by his representative after the expiration 
of that time, and within one year from his death. If a person against 
whom an action may be brought dies before the expiration of the time 
limited for the commencement thereof, and the cause of action survives, 
an action may be commenced against his personal representative after 
the expiration of that time, and within one year after the issuing of 
letters testamentary or of administration, provided the letters are issued 
within ten years of the death of such person. If the claim upon which 
the cause of action is based is filed with the personal representative within 
the time above specified, and admitted by him, it is not necessary to 
bring an action upon such claim to prevent the bar, but no action shall 
be brought against the personal representative upon such claim after 
his final settlement.” ©. S., 412. 

On behalf of the creditors it is insisted that the legal effect of this 
provision 1s to suspend the statute of limitations as to their several 
claims during the period that intervened between the desith of the debtor 
and the qualification of his personal representative, and that such inter- 
vening period should not be considered in computing the statutory bar. 

We cannot concur in this conclusion, although apparently it finds 
support in some of the decisions. “When the statute of limitations has 
once begun to run, nothing stops it, but the Code does not stop when the 
cause of action is one which must be brought by or against a personal 
representative. . . . If a person against whom an action may be 
brought die before the expiration of the time limited for the commence- 
ment thereof, and the cause of action survive, an acticn may be com- 
menced against his personal representative after the expiration of that 
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time and within one year after the issuing of letters testamentary or of 
administration.” Winslow v. Benton, 180 N. C., 58. The extension of 
one year after the issuing of letters testamentary or of administration 
is not a disabling, but an enabling statute, intended to enlarge to that 
extent the time within which the action may be brought. 

This is the purport of the reported case, but the defendants contend 
that by the application of this principle certain claims should be dis- 
allowed in addition to those excluded in the former opinion. While it 
is not our purpose to conclude any claimant in case of a possible error 
or mistake, if the dates and claims are correctly stated (as we under- 
stand them to be), in “Appendix No. 1” following the defendants’ brief 
filed with their petition, it would seem that all the claims therein set 
out are barred and should be disallowed, in addition to those excluded 
on the former appeal. 

We have considered the argument submitted by the counsel for Mrs. 
Chandler (Lizzie Sellers, exception 2), concerning the alleged custom 
of Robert Harris & Brother to issue both sealed and unsealed instru- 
ments, but we find nothing in the record to warrant us in holding that 
the principles announced in Supply Co. v. Windley, 176 N. C., 18, and 
other similar cases, do not apply. 

When the case on appeal was argued, the record was not sufficiently 
definite to enable us to determine whether certain claims were barred, 
and a writ of certiorari was issued to the clerk of the Superior Court of 
Rockingham County in order to obtain more definite information. 
Upon consideration of the record as it now appears, we think the peti- 
tion should be allowed. 

Petition to rehear allowed. 





K. C. MORRIS eEtT au. vV. THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF 
HENDERSON COUNTY ET AL. 


(Filed 20 December, 1922.) 


Appeal and Error—TInjunction—Actions—Suits—Causes of Action Ceas- 
ing—Dismissal—Costs—Highways—Roads and Highways. 


Where it appears, on appeal from an order of the Superior Court judge 
enjoining a board of county commissioners from wasting and misapplying 
certain proceeds from the sale of bonds issued for highway purposes, that 
on account of the change in the personnel of the board the proceedings 
have become unnecessary, the action will be dismissed. On this appeal 
the cost is taxed equally between the plaintiffs and defendants. Semodile, 
the judge was without authority to direct the application of the funds, but 
that good cause was shown for continuing the injunction to the final 
hearing. 
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AppEat by defendants from a judgment continuing an injunction to 
the hearing, rendered by Ferguson, J., at chambers in Waynesville, 
25 September, 1922. 


Pless, Winborne & Pless for plainttff. 
Shipman & Arledge and Carter, Shuford & Hartshorn for defendant. 


Apams, J. The plaintiffs are citizens and taxpayers of Henderson 
County, and the defendants are the board of county commissioners, 
W. P. Bane, chairman, G. B. Hill, and John T. Staton, members of 
said board, the board of road trustees, W. P. Bane, chairman, F. A. 
Bly, and W. W. Wilfong, members of said board, and the Citizens 
National Bank, treasurer of Henderson County. Prior to April, 1921, 
the county commissioners and the road trustees decided to reconstruct 
and surface the road extending from the Buncombe County line to the 
Greenville County line, and in May bonds amounting to $590,000 were 
sold for the purpose of building and reconstructing the public roads and 
bridges of the county. The plaintiffs alleged that the commissioners 
and trustees announced that any part of the fund remaining after 
accomplishing these purposes was to be spent by the rcad trustees upon 
other highways, and that in consequence of this announcement the plain- 
tiffs and other citizens executed notes in the aggregate sum of $23,000 
to make up the deficiency between the price paid for she bonds by the 
two banks and the price the bonds could be resold for, with the under- 
standing that the proceeds derived from the sale of the bonds should be 
used first for constructing and hard-surfacing.the road from the Bun- 
combe line to Hendersonville, and thence to the Greenville line. The 
object of the action is to restrain the defendants from using the fund for 
any purpose other than the construction of this State highway until 
completed. The plaintiffs alleged incompetency, waste, and the wrong- 
ful use of a part of the fund, and sought by means of an injunction to 
prevent the alleged misapplication of the balance. The defendants 
answered, denying the charges made against the defendants, and alleged 
that they had in all respects lived up to their agreement, and had been 
defeated in their purpose by the refusal of codperation on the part of 
the State Highway Commission. On 25 September, Judge Ferguson 
continued to the hearing the temporary restraining order theretofore 
issued, and directed that $60,000 of the fund be turned over by the 
defendants to the State Highway Commission, to be used in the im- 
provement of the road between Hendersonville and Tuxedo, ete., and 
that $200,000 be held by the county authorities, to be used only in the 
construction of a hard-surface road between Bat Cove and Henderson- 
ville, and enjoined the use of these funds for any other purpose. 
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In their brief the attorneys for the plaintiffs say that the object of 
the suit was to restrain the defendants from wasting the fund referred 
to, and that as the official conduct of the defendants was directed by one 
of their number, who is now out of office, they will not resist a modifica- 
tion of the order from which the appeal was taken. 

While we think that his Honor was without authority to direct the 
application of the fund, and that such direction should have been 
omitted from the order, still there was good cause for continuing the 
injunction to the final hearing. But since it is admitted that the prin- 
cipal defendant is out of office, and that further prosecution of the suit 
would serve no useful purpose, the action is dismissed. The cost will 
be equally divided between the plaintiffs and the defendants. 

Action dismissed. 





W, BE. GARLAND y. LINVILLE IMPROVEMENT COMPANY et AL. 
(Filed 20 December, 1922.) 


1. Appeal and Error-—Several Causes of Action—Fragmentary Appeals. 


An appeal is not fragmentary where the complaint alleges four dis- 
tinctive causes of action and the breach of each, and there is no exception 
raised as to the judgment on two of them, but from the judgment on the 
other two the plaintiff has appealed, assigning error in the exclusion of 
his evidence by the trial judge on the two to which his exceptions have 
been duly taken and prosecuted. Cement Co. v. Phillips, 182 N. C.. 487, 
cited and distinguished. 


2. Same—Issues—Objections and Exceptions. 


Where there are several causes of action alleged, and the plaintiff has 
duly excepted to the exclusion of all evidence on one or more of them, 
his failure to except to the judge’s refusal to submit issues relating 
thereto or to except to an issue as to damages which in the court’s discre- 
tion may have been submitted as to each of the separate causes alleged, 
is not necessary to his appeal thereon, and his enforcing the judgment 
by execution under the judgment on the issues decided in his favor will 
not estop him. 


8. Contracts—Writing—Statute of Frauds—Incomplete Contracts—Evi- 
dence—Parol Evidence—Appeal and Error. 


When a contract, not required by the statute of frauds to be in writing, 
is partly in writing and partly oral, parol evidence of the oral part is 
competent when not contradictory of the written part; and in an action 
for breach of contract in preventing the plaintiff from cutting and logging 
certain of defendant's timber for him, requiring the loading upon cars, it 
is competent for the plaintiff to show that defendant agreed by parol to 
furnish them, when the writing does not specify the one who had obli- 
gated himself thereto, and the exclusion of this evidence by the judge 
constitutes reversible error, 
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4, Compromise and Settlement-——Statutes—-Distinctive Items of Damages 
—Receipts. * 

Where the plaintiff's damages, caused by the defendant’s breach of 
contract, are based upcen iwo distinctive items, one for the loss he has 
sustained in preparing to fulfil! his part of the contract, and the other 
for the loss of profits he would have received except for the defendant’s 
breach, the plaintifi’s agreeing upon and receiving compensation for the 
first item does not preclude a recovery upon the second one, under the 
provisions of our statute relating to compromises, C. S., 895. or by a 
receipt he has given therefor, when it appears that the settlement had 
been made in contemplation of the first item alone, without reference to 
the second, the subject of the action. 


Aprrat by plaintiff from AlcElroy, J., at duiy Term, 1922, of Avery. 

This is an action for the recovery of damages for breach of a contract 
for cutting and logging a certain boundary of timber, the description 
of which tract is set ont in the record. Verdict for the plaintiff for 
$300. Appeal by plaintiff. 


Charlies Hughes, W. C. Newland, 8. J. Ervin, and 8S. J. Ervin, Jr., 
for plaintiff. 
J. W. Ragland and F. A. Innney for defendani. 


Crark, C.J. This is an action for the recovery of damages by reason 
of a breach of contract on the part of the defendants. 

There are four separate and distinct contracts alleged in the com- 
plaint, and four separate and distinct breaches of these contracts are 
alleged. 

The lower court permitted the second and third contracts, and the 
breaches of these second and third contracts, to be considered by the 
jury, and allowed the jury to assess the damages sustained by reason 
thereof. No exception to the ruling of the court, nor to the verdict of 
the jury, are taken, or assigned, so far as the trial on the second and 
third contracts, or the second and third causes of action are concerned. 
The judgment as to them stands, for there 1s no exception in the record 
relating to them, no motion for a new trial as to them, and the motion 
for a new trial expressly excepts them, and 1s confined to the first and 
fourth causes of action for damages. So the appeal is restricted to the 
rulings of the court on the trial of the first and fourth causes of action. 

The defendants moved to dismiss upon the ground that this is a frag- 
mentary appeal, the plaintiff having obtained judgment for $300, col- 
lected the same, and appealed. This appeal is by the plaintiff for 
failure to recover on the first and fourth causes of action. If the appeal 
had been by the defendant, or by the plaintiff from a verdict on one 
or more causes of action, an appeal would not lie until tke other matters 
were tried, but this is not like the case of Cement Co. v. Phillips, 182 
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N. C., 487, where a counterclaim was pleaded, but on verdict against 
defendant on two causes of action, the cause was retained for the trial on 
the third cause of action, for the trial was not completed until the dis- 
position of the case by final judgment. But here the plaintiff having 
recovered judgment upon the issue submitted as to the second and third 
causes of action, it is no estoppel on appeal that he collected that part 
of the judgment, though the defendants could have objected if they had 
a counterclaim pending—which is not the case. The trial was complete, 
judgment being entered for the plaintiff on two causes of action and 
against him on the other two, since the judge ruled out the evidence 
which sustained the plaintiffs action as to those causes of action. As 
the plaintiff was satisfied with the verdict on the issue submitted as to 
the second and third causes of action, unless he appealed now on the 
other two causes of action, he never could have errors as to them re- 
viewed. If the plaintiff had been appealing from the judgment as to 
the second and third causes of action, leaving the other matters untried, 
it would have been a fragmentary appeal, but the plaintiff was not only 
satisfied with that, but has collected that sum, and the only matters not 
disposed of are the rulings of the court as to the first and fourth causes 
of action, as to which the plaintiff’s evidence was excluded, and he must 
have appealed now or not at all as to those causes of action. 

Ordinarily, when there is more than one cause of action, the failure 
to except for not submitting issues is conclusive, but the evidence offered 
by the plaintiff in support of the first and fourth causes of action having 
been excluded by the court, and exceptions duly entered, there was no 
ground upon which to submit issues as to them. The plaintiff having 
excepted in apt time to exclusion of this evidence, is entitled to have it 
reviewed. 

This, therefore, is not the case of a fragmentary appeal, but where a 
party having succeeded on two causes of action, and is satisfied there- 
with, is appealing to secure a review of his exceptions for excluding his 
evidence as to the other two causes of action, which he could not present 
for review unless he had taken this appeal. Certainly his obtaining 
judgment and payment on the second and third causes of action, from 
which defendants did not appeal, was not an estoppel when, as held at 
this term, the payment of a judgment against him will not be an estoppel 
on his appealing. Bank v. Miller, post, 598. 

Cement Co. v. Phillips, supra, is conclusive that a fragmentary appeal 
will not lie where, as in that case, judgment was rendered for the plain- 
tiff upon the first and second causes of action and retained as to the 
third cause of action, and the defendant sought to appeal against the 
judgment in favor of the plaintiff, leaving the third cause of action still 
undetermined. Here there was final judgment in favor of the plain- 
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tiff as to the subject-matter of the issues passed on, and the defendant is 
not appealing. The appeal of the plaintiff is as to the alleged errors in 
excluding testimony to prove the other two causes of action which could 
be presented only by an appeal at this time. The authorities cited in 
Cement Co. v. Phillips, supra, are numerous, and give the reasons there- 
for, which are conclusive, but they do not apply to the facts in this case. 

The plaintiff had to appeal now or never, and the fact that he did not 
appeal from the judgment on the issue tried, and collected the same, 1s 
no estoppel as to this appeal for excluding evidence as to the other 
causes of action. | 

The court submitted the following issue: “What amount, if any, is 
the plaintiff entitled to recover of the defendants?” In the discretion 
of the court, this issue could have covered all four causes of action, and 
it was not absolutely necessary that the plaintiff should except thereto. 
The jury answered the issue $300. Judgment was entered accordingly, 
and the plaintiff did not appeal, but, as already stated, execution was 
issued thereon and the $300 was paid. 

But the plaintiff did except to the ruling of the court excluding cer- 
tain testimony as to other matters, which therefore dic. not get to the 
jury, and those exceptions could not be presented except by this appeal. 
The defendant’s motion to dismiss the plaintiff’s appeal must, therefore, 
be disallowed. 

The first assignment of error was to the court excluding parol evi- 
dence that at the time the written contract was entered into between 
the parties the defendants contracted and agreed to furnish the cars 
upon which plaintiff was to load the logs, and that the defendants were 
to furnish at least three cars per day. It is true that “contemporaneous 
parol evidence is not admissible to contradict, vary, or alter the terms 
of a written contract,” but it has been always well settled that “when a 
contract is not required to be in writing, it is admissible to show by 
parol testimony that in fact the contract was partly in writing and 
partly oral, and to prove the oral part.” Nzssen v. Mining Co., 104 
N. C., 310, and cases there cited. Also, see citations to that case in 
2 Anno. Ed. As said in the Nissen case, supra, “This is not varying, 
altering, or contradicting the written instrument, but merely showing 
further the entire contract that was made.” 

In this case it was error for the lower court to decline to permit the 
plaintiff to show by parol testimony the collateral or additional contract 
as to who was to furnish the cars, so that they might be loaded, and 
that the defendant verbally contracted to furnish at least 3 railroad 
cars every day when the written contract was silent as to who should 
furnish the cars, or how many cars every day were to be furnished. 
The only reference to the cars in the written contract was the scale of 
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prices to be paid the plaintiff for cutting, hauling, and loading the cars, 
i. e., “$6 per M. feet for logs delivered on railroad cars, and $6.50 per 
M. feet will be paid for poplar and cucumber loaded on ears. Poplar 
to be loaded separately.” It was error to exclude parol evidence as to 
this matter, which was not in contradiction nor a variation of the 
written contract. 

As to the fourth cause of action, the allegation in paragraphs 7 and 
8 of the complaint that the plaintiff and defendant agreed that if the 
plaintiff would construct roads, build his camp, and move his equipment 
and log the timber standing and growing on certain boundaries of land 
to mill yards Nos. 4 and 5, and saw the timber, they would pay him 
$8 per M. feet for all logs cut and hauled by him to these yards, and 
afford him steady employment until | January, 1921; and that acting 
in compliance with the terms of this part of the contract, plaintiff, at 
large expense, purchased supplies for teams and hands, built roads, and 
moved his equipment and logging outfit to said boundary, and there 
built camps, stables, shacks, roads, ete., and began to cut and haul logs 
to said mill sites, and that after plaintiff had done all this preparatory 
work, and had cut and hauled only sixty thousand feet of logs, that the 
defendants, in violation of the terms of said contract, ceased operations, 
closed down their mill, and discharged the plaintiff early in November, 
1920, by reason whereof plaintiff alleges that he sustained damages in 
loss of profits he would have made in November and December had he 
been permitted to continue his operations. 

The plaintiff alleges that the actual cost of the above preparatory 
work was about $200, and when the defendants breached their contract 
and discharged the plaintiff they paid him $200, the estimated cost of 
doing this preparatory work, and the plaintiff thereupon executed the 
receipt which appears in the record, and covers only such work. 

The lower court held that the acceptance of this $200 estopped the 
plaintiff from recovery of damages on account of the alleged loss of 
profits during the months of November and December. 

The authorities that where the writing does not contain all the terms 
of the contract, when it is not required to be in writing, the oral part 
of the contract may be shown by parol evidence are numerous, many of 
them being cited above, and it was therefore error in the court to exclude 
such testimony. 

As the logs were not the property of the plaintiff, and he had no 
authority to manufacture, ship, or sell them when they were loaded, it 
was a matter of evidence in the silence of the written contract upon 
whom was the duty of furnishing the cars. The plaintiff was entitled 
to show this fact just as in Doubleday v. Ice Co., 122 N. C., 675, it was 
admissible to show upon whom rested the duty of keeping the cold 
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storage in proper condition for the safety of the stored grapes, or to 
show the time for the delivery of ice. Johnston v. McRary, 50 N. C.,, 
369. 

As to the fourth cause of action, it is true the acceptance of a lesser 
sum in full payment of a larger sum is valid under our statute, C. S., 
895, but the payment of one account is not the settlement of another, 
and the receipt does not state that it was in full settlement, as in Thomas 
v. Gwyn, 1381 N. C., 460, and makes no reference to the plaintiff’s claim 
for the damages sustained by reason of breach of contract causing the 
loss of profits for the months of November and December, by reason of 
the plaintifi’s premature dismissal and the cessation of work. 

The evidence as to these matters should have been submitted to the 
jury, who alone were competent to find whether or not there was these 
additional matters set out in an oral contract, and if so, whether there 
was a breach thereof, and the amount of damages, if any, which the 
plaintiff was entitled to recover on that account. There should be, 
therefore, a new trial on the first and fourth causes o% action. There 
was no appeal by either party as to the second and third causes of action, 
which have been settled. 

Error. 





MRS. CAROLINE WOOD MILLER v. G. P. SCOTT. 
(Filed 20 December, 1922.) 


Wills—Devise—Estates—Remainders—Intent. 


A devise to testator’s wife of all of his personal and real property, to 
use as she may see proper for the balance of her life, and should there be 
any at her death, it was the testator’s “preference” that it should go to a 
charitable institution, giving indication, or otherwise some institution his 
wife would designate: Held, the wife acquired only a life estate in the 
lands included in the devise to her, and could not convey a fee-simple title 
to a purchaser. Herring v. Williams, 158 N. C., 1, cited and approved. 


AppraL by plaintiff from Long, J., at September Term, 1922, of 
IREDELL. 

Civil action, heard on case agreed. The action is to recover the pur- 
chase price of a lot situate in said county, which plaintiff, devisee under 
the will of D. A. Miller, has contracted to sell to defendant at the price 
of $600. Defendant, admitting the contract, resists payment on the 
ground that plaintiff could not convey a good title. There was judg- 
ment for plaintiff, and defendant excepted and appealed. 
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MILLER v. SCOTT. 


John A. Scott, Jr., for plaintiff. 
Dorman Thompson for defendant. 


Hoxe, J. The title offered is dependent on the proper construction 
of the last will and testament of D. A. Miller, deceased, and the terms 
of the will and the facts considered pertinent are set forth in the case 
agreed as follows: 


“1, That on 11 November, 1913, D. A. Miller of Iredell County, 
North Carolina, died leaving a last will and testament, which was duly 
probated and is recorded in the office of the clerk of the Superior Court 
of Iredell County in Will Book No. 7, page 506, a copy of which will is 
as follows: 


“ “Tn the name of God, Amen. 

“Knowing full well the shortness of life and the certainty of death, 
I, therefore, make the following disposition of what few worldly goods 
Thave: I, D. A. Miller, this day, being of sound mind, and in excellent 
good health, and after I have been put away in a decent manner, funeral 
expenses and all debts paid, if any, do bequeath to my beloved wife, 
Caroline Wood Miller all my personalty and realty consisting of money, 
notes, bonds, houses and lots in and out of the city of Statesville, one- 
half interest in tobacco business, all machinery and personal property 
whatsoever it be, to have and to hold and to use as she may see proper 
the balance of her life, and should there be any left at her death, I would 
prefer it to go to a charitable institution, say Invalid’s fund, or other- 
wise some institution my wife would designate or prefer. 

“With my hand and seal, this 27 December, 1898. 

‘(D. A. Mitzter. [s5Eat. | 

“97 December, 1898. 

“ Witness: 

«<P, §—Furthermore, what hfe insurance I have is for the express 
use of my wife to have and to hold for her benefit. 

‘(D, A. Mitier.’ 


“9 That said will was a holograph will writter by the testator 
himself, and was proved as such, there being no witness. That said 
D. A. Miller was not a man accustomed to drawing such instruments, or 
familiar with legal technicalities. That said will was executed 15 years 
before testator’s death and 12 years prior to his illness. That plaintiff 
was duly appointed administratrix with will annexed, and has made 
settlement of all debts except certain amounts due her for money ad- 
vanced personally to pay the debts. 

“3 That Mrs. Caroline Wood Miller is the same person referred to in 
the will. That at the time of the testator’s death in November, 1913, 
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she and he lived together at Statesville, North Carolina, and that the 
said D. A. Miller had no lineal heirs, his father and mother were dead, 
and he had no children, no brothers nor sisters, no child of a deceased 
brother or sister, but his nearest relative was a first cousin who resided 
outside of Iredell County. That testator was paralyzed about three 
years prior to his death, and for three years next preceding his death 
was an invalid, confined to his home and required constant care and 
attention both day and night. That during this period Caroline Wood 
Miller, his wife, not only nursed him and looked after his physical 
welfare, but necessarily was entrusted with the management of his 
business affairs, and during said period she advanced her own individual 
money to meet expenses, and borrowed money in her own name to carry 
testator’s debts. That as a result of her constant watchfulness and care 
of her sick husband, Mrs. Miller suffered a near physical breakdown 
after his death. That plaintiff has for a number of years found it 
necessary to work in order to supplement the income from the property 
left by her husband to such an extent that she may have a comfortable 
support, and is now engaged in educational work.” 

Upon these facts, the case, in our opinion, comes clearly within the 
decision of this Court in Herring v. Williams, 158 N. C., 1, to the effect 
that under the will of her husband, plaintiff takes only a life estate in 
the property, and is not, therefore, in a position to convey a valid title 
to defendant. In the case referred to the proper rule of interpretation 
is stated as follows: “Giving effect to the intent of the testator from 
the language employed by him in the will: Held, a devise and bequest 
to A. of real and personal property ‘to have and to hold during her 
natural hfe,’ and at her death ‘the said property, or so much thereof 
as may be in her possession at the time of her death, is so go to B., her 
heirs and assigns forever,’ gave A. only a life estate in the lands, with 
remainder to B. in fee.” 

On the facts presented, we regard the case as decisive, and in deference 
thereto the judgment must be reversed. 

Reversed. 


N.C.] FALL TERM, 1922. 559 





RICHARDSON t. JENNINGS. 





JOSEPH INMAN RICHARDSON vy. E. H. JENNINGS. 
(Filed 20 December, 1922.) 


Easements—Deeds and Conveyances—Covenants—Breach—Lakes—-Boat- 
ing and Fishing—Servient Tenement—Dominant Tenement—Actions. 


A deed to a lot of land, included in a large tract thereof developed into 
a summer resort, whereon a large lake had been made by damming a 
stream flowing through it, that has a covenant running with the land 
giving the owner upon its banks, and his successors in title, the right of 
boating, fishing, bathing, etc., creates an easement in favor of the grantee 
and his successors in title, constituting the said property of the grantor 
the servient and that of the grantee the dominant tenement in reference 
to the rights and privileges described and specified in the instrument; and 
in the absence of an express agreement in the instrument, the owner of 
the servient tenement is not bound to maintain such easement or keep it 
in repair; and where the dam has been later swept away by an unusual 
and unprecedented rainfall in this vicinity, no cause of action lies in 
favor of the grantee in the deed to compel the grantor to rebuild the dam, 
or to recover damages for being deprived of the benefits he had acquired 
under the covenants in the deed. 


AppEaAL by plaintiff from Calvert, J., at the July Term, 1922, of 
TRANSYLVANIA, 

At close of plaintiff’s evidence, on motion, there was judgment dis- 
missing the action as in case of nonsuit under C. S., 567, and plaintiff 
excepted and appealed. 


Martin, Rollins & Wright for plaintiff. 
Merrimon, Adams & Johnston for defendant. 


Hoxe, J. From the facts in evidence it appears that heretofore the 
Toxaway Company, predecessor in title of defendant, owning an exten- 
sive body of land in this vicinity, built thereon and operated a large 
hotel, and in addition, and as an accessory to this improvement, con- 
structed a dam nearby, across Toxaway River, the same being 60 feet 
high, 400 feet from bank to bank, and 200 feet thick at the bottom and 
12 to 15 feet wide at the top, sloping on both sides, built of earth and 
resting on a rock foundation. That the artificial lake thus formed had 
a shore line of some thirteen miles, with a driveway around the greater 
portion, the road being also across the top of the dam, which had been 
in existence for several years. That in 1912, the defendant having 
acquired the title of the Toxaway Company, sold and conveyed to Hugh 
Richardson a lot containing four acres abutting on the shore line of said 
lake for a distance of 884 feet. That on or about the same time defend- 
ant sold and conveyed to other persons lots of similar kind abutting on 
said lake, and all of these deeds contained certain restrictive covenants 
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on the part of the respective grantees as to the extent and character of 
the improvements that could be placed on the same, and including a 
stipulation that these covenants should attach to and rin with the land, 
giving to the grantors or any of the adjacent owners a right of action in 
case of breach. And each and all of them having covenants purporting 
to bind the defendant grantor in these deeds, these latter being in terms 
as follows: 

‘And the said parties of the first part, for themselves, their heirs and 
assigns, agree and covenant that the said party of the second part, his 
heirs and assigns, shall have the right and privilege of enjoying the use 
of the waters of Lake Toxaway for the purpose of boating, fishing, and 
swimming, and may also take water from said lake for domestie pur- 
poses, provided that all fishing in said lake shall be governed by the 
laws of the State and such rules and regulations as may be prescribed by 
the said party of the first part, their heirs and assigns, for the protection 
and propagation of the fish in said lake, and it is further provided that 
the maximum catch of fish shall not be restricted to less than five fish 
per day. 

And said party of the second part, his heirs and assigns, shall have 
the right to build and maintain a pier along the shore line of said lot 
which said pier shall not project more than twenty-five feet into the 
waters of said lake, and may also build and maintain a boat house 
along the shore line of said lot, which said boat house shall not project 
more than thirty-five feet into said Lake. 

And it is further mutually agreed and understood that the said parties 
of the first part, their heirs and assigns, shall have the full right and 
power to raise the main level of the waters of Lake Toxaway, not to 
exceed eighteen inches, vertically above its present level, and shall also 
have the right to lower said water level not to exceed twelve inches 
vertically, below said main level of said lake, said raising or lowering 
of the water level is for the purpose of utilizing the water power which 
may be derived from said lake.” 

That said Hugh Richardson, observing the restrictive stipulations of 
his deed, made extensive improvements on the property bought by him, 
at a cost approximating $20,000, and occupied same as his summer 
home until 1916, using and enjoying the stipulated easements and priv- 
ileges of the lake as contained in his deed, and on 31 May, 1916, he sold 
and conveyed the lot and improvements to present plaintiff, the haben- 
dum in part being: “To have and to hold the above described lot, and 
every part and parcel thereof, with the appurtenances tk.ereunto belong- 
ing, including all right, title, easements, privileges and estate in the use 
of the waters of Lake Toxaway, as set out in the deed from defendant, 
and subject to the restrictive stipulations in this last mentioned deed.” 
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That in August, 1916, during the floods of that season, caused by 
unusual and unprecendented rainfall in this vicinity, the said dam 
across Toxaway River was washed away and destroyed, and defendant 
has thus far failed and refused to rebuild same, to plaintifi’s great 
damage. The grievances alleged and the resultant injuries being stated 
in the complaint as follows: “That the plaintiff has at various and 
divers times requested said defendant to rebuild said dam, and to restore 
saic. lake, which the defendant has failed, neglected, and refused to do. 
Thai said plaintiff, by reason of the covenants, agreements, and condi- 
tions sentioned in said deed of conveyance, and by reason of the ad- 
vantages, pleasures, and benefits offered by the existence of said lake, 
spent Jarge sums of money in the development and improvement, and in 
beautifving said property; that by reason of the carelessness, negligence, 
and indifference of the defendant in his failure to keep and smatitain 
said lake, which were fully set forth in said deed of conveyance, and is 
now denied and deprived of the privileges, rigits, and easements in 
said iake, which were fully set forth im said deed ot conveyauce, and is 
deprived of the right of boating and crossing sald lake, and using the 
same as a convenient means of access to her property, and of bathing, 
fishing, and swimming therein, and is also deprived of the use of the 
waters of said lake for domestie purposes, and the benefits and enhance- 
mert to the value of said property fronting immediately on and adjacent 
to said lake.” 

And Judgment is thereupon prayed that defendant be required to 
restore said dam, and that plaintiff have al! other aud further veiief to 
which she inay be entitled. On this, a sufficient statement to a proper 
appreuension of the questions chiefly preseuted, we must approve of his 
ffoner’s ruling in directing a nousuit. 

In our opinion it is the force and effect of this deed from defendant 
ic Hugh Richardson to create an easement in detendant’s property in 
avor of the grantee and his successors in title, constituting said prop- 
erty the servient, and that of the grantee the dominant tenement in 
reference to the rights and privile eges as described and oo “lin the 
tustrument, This being true, it is the rule very generaily accepted that 
unless by virtue of express agreement, the owner of the servient tene- 
ment, here the eae, is not bound to iwwaintain such easement or 
Keep same in repair. Cily of Bellevue v. Daley, 14 Idaho, 545; Oney 
ve. West Buena Vista Co., 104 Va., ee Lartieti v. Peasely, 20 
Ne Jt ea aa ‘ington v. Absher, 96 X. Y,, 694; Jones on Ease 
ments, ‘see. ; 14 Cyc, 1209; 9 R.C. L., tithe Easements, sec. 57. In 
this last ene the position : stated as foilows: ‘The owner of land 
which is subject to an easement requiring the maintenance of means for 
its enjoyment is not bound unless by virtue of soice agreement to keep 
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such means in repair or to be at any expense to maintain them in proper 
condition.” 

The principle is fully recognized with us, as shown in Lamb v. Lamb, 
177 N. C., 150, where it is said to be “undoubtedly the general rule that 
in the absence of contract stipulation or prescriptive right to the con- 
trary, the owner of an easement is liable for costs of maintenance and 
repairs where it exists, and 1s used and enjoyed for the benefit of the 
dominant estate alone.” 

Under these and other authorities of lke kind, defendant not being 
bound to maintain this dam or be at any expense concerning it, cannot 
be required to replace it when washed away and destroyed by unusual 
and unprecedented floods. Rector v. Power Co., 180 N. C., 622. No 
more can he be held lable for any omissive neglect in ‘respect to it. 

We must, therefore, as stated, uphold his Honor’s decision that on 
the facts presented no cause of action has been shown, and the judgment 
of nonsuit is 

Affirmed. 





ROBERT W. McKINNEY vy. T. T. ADAMS anp J. B. ADAMS, TRADING as 
T. T. ADAMS COMPANY. 


(Filed 20 December, 1922.) 


1. Employer and Employee—Master and Servant—-Safe /ippliances—Duty 
of Master—Ordinary Tools—Reasonable Care of iSelection—Negli- 
gence. 


The principle requiring an employer, in the exercise of reasonable care, 
to furnish to his employees a safe place to work, and provide them with 
implements, tools, and appliances suitable to the work in which they are 
engaged, applies to simple or ordinary tools where the defect is readily 
observed, and of a kind importing menace of substantial injury, having 
due regard to the nature of the work and the manner of doing it, and the 
employer should have known of the defect, or discovered it under the duty 
of inspection ordinarily incumbent upon him in tools of this character, 
and the injury complained of occurred without having afforded the em- 
ployee an opportunity of remedying the defect. 


2. Same—Evidence—Nonsuit—Questions for Jury—Trials. 


The plaintiff, an employee of the defendant, was furnished by the 
defendant’s foreman, to trim limbs from logs, in the course of his employ- 
ment, an axe with a split handle that made “a limber, switchy handle,” 
with which one could not strike true, the foreman telling the plaintiff 
during his work to be careful, that the axe was sharp, and he might cut 
his foot, which a little later he did, without having an opportunity to 
remedy the defect, and caused substantial damage, tbe subject of the 
action, the axe having glanced from a small dead snag on a limb he was 
trimming by reason of the limber handle: Held, sufficient evidence of 
actionable negligence, and defendant’s motion as of nonsuit was properly 
overruled. 
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ApreaL by defendant from Calvert, J., at July Term, 1922, of 
McDowe tt. 

There were allegations with evidence on part of plaintiff tending to 
show that on 22 September, 1919, plaintiff was employed for defendant 
company by one James Boyd, vice principal and foreman of said com- 
pany, and sent into the woods on the Blue Ridge Mountains to nose and 
knot logs and drive grabs into said logs and load the teams, etc., in the 
woods, some distance from defendant’s camp. That for purposes of 
doing the work, said foreman himself gave defendant an axe with a 
defective handle. Speaking to the condition of said axe, as in con- 
nection with the work, plaintiff testified: “We had to nose and trim 
the logs so they would not drag on the ground, trimmed off the front 
end. To do this I was required to use an axe, and the one I was given 
to work with was a good axe only it had a defective handle. The handle 
was bursted from the eye of the axe, to the best of my knowledge, 12 
inches up the handle, about one-third of the handle being gone. It 
looked like the split part had been trimmed out with a knife or axe, 
and that made it a limber, switchy handle, and when you struck with 
it it did not strike true.” Witness further said that Boyd, about five 
o’clock in the afternoon, came out and sharpened the axe, telling witness 
to be careful, that the axe was sharp and he might cut his foot. That 
a little later, as plaintiff was knotting a log, the axe glanced from a 
small dead snag on a limb overhead and by reason of having this limber 
handle it was deflected and struck plaintiff’s foot, inflicting a painful 
and permanent injury. There was other supporting evidence as to the 
defective condition of the axe handle and the severity of the injury. 
There was no evidence offered by defendant. 

On issues raised by the pleadings, the jury rendered the following 
verdict : 

“1, Was plaintiff injured by the defendant’s negligence, as alleged in 
the complaint? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“2, Did plaintiff, by his own negligence, contribute to his injury, as 
alleged in the answer? Answer: ‘No.’ 

“3, Did plaintiff assume the risk of injury, as alleged in the answer ? 
Answer : ‘No.’ 

“4. What damage, if any, has plaintiff sustained, as alleged in the 
complaint? Answer: ‘$1,000.’ ” 

Judgment for plaintiff. Appeal by defendant, assigning for error 
chiefly the refusal to allow his motion for nonsuit. 


Hudgins, Watson & Washburn for plainteff. 
Pless, Winborne & Pless for defendant. 


Hoxe, J. In Thompson v. Oil Co., 177 N. C., 279-282, the Court, in 
the opinion, speaking to the question chiefly presented, said: “It is the 
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accepted principle in this State that an employer of labor, in the exer- 
cise of reasonable care, is required to furnish his emplovees a safe place 
to work and provide them with implements, tools, and appliances suit- 
able for the work in which they are engaged. Kiger v. Scales Co., 162 
N. C., 183; Mincey v. BR. R., 161 N. C., 467; Reid v. Rees, 155 
N. C., 281; Hicks v. Mfg. Co., 188 N. C., 319. And it has been 
repeatedly held that the position may be recognized in the case of simple, 
ordinary tools, where the defect ‘is of a kind importing menace of sub- 
stantial injury, having due regard to the nature of the work and the 
manner of doing it, and it is ee shown that the employer knew of 
such defect or should have found it out under the ducy of inspection 
ordinarily incumbent upon him in tools of that kind, ete. King ». 
R. #., 174 N. C., 89; Rogerson v. Hontz, 174 N. C., 27; Wright v. 
Thompson, 171 N. C., 88; Reid v. Rees, 155 N. C., 231; Monde, Tens, 

154 N. C., 399.” 

And in further illustration of the principles pertinent, in Rodgerson 
v. Hontz, supra, a recovery was allowed for injuries caused by a defec- 
tive cant-hook, negligently furnished an employee for use iv loading 
and unloading heavy logs, being loaded on a train ear, and speaking to 
the obligation of an employer of labor, in reference te simple tools, the 
Court stated the pala position as follows : “That an employer was 
not relicved of all obligation and responsibility in reference to such 
tools; and further, that when there was neghgence in supplying tools of 
that character, or keeping them in order, and the defect was of a kind 
that reasonably Epon nienace of substantial physical injury, and the 
same was known to the employer, or :f it should have been ascertained 
by him under the rales of inspection applicable to such cases, and 
havi ing due regard to the nature of the detect and the use to which it 
was being put and all the attendant circumstances, hability might 
attach.” 7 

In this statement it appears as an essential element of hability “that 
in case of ordinary every-day tools the defect complained of must be one 
that imports menace of substantial mjury.” And accordingly. in 
Morris v. R. #., UTI N. C., 533, recovery was denied when a hammer 
used in driving railroad spikes into cross-ties had worn shek and an 
emplovee having taken an unusual and awkward position with one foot 
on a pile of dirt, the hammer slipped from the head of a spike, whereby 
he was jerked down and minred. The Court being of oN that in 
the ordinary use of such a tool, no such injury could have been reason- 
ably expected, and therefore the injury should be properly classed as 
an accident. 

Again, in reference to these tools, 1t held that an employer of labor 
is not held to same careful inspection as in more complicated and 
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threatening implements, and may ordinarily rely upon the employee to 
discover defects observable in their use, and at times to correct them 
himself. And applying the principle in Winborne v. Cooperage Co., 
178 N. C., 88, where an employee sent to take down some old box cars 
some miles out on a logging road, and there found an old axe, which he 
in part used in the work, the axe being ill-fitted, or not having been 
used in some time, flew off the handle and the employee was injured, 
held that there was no breach of duty shown, the defect being in that 
the employee should have discovered for himself and remedied it. But 
in our opinion neither of the limitations on hability suggested in these 
cases may avail the defendant on the facts of this record, where the axe, 
with this open and observable defect, a limber, switchy handle, is per- 
sonally given to the employee by defendant’s foreman and vice principal, 
and he is sent off into the woods to trim logs, and with no opportunity 
to fix it. There is here no question of proper inspection. The foreman 
must have known it, nor to one who has ever tried it can there be any 
doubt as to the menace of substantial injury. 

In our opinion the facts establish a clear breach of duty, causing the 
injury, and the motion for nonsuit was properly overruled. 

No error. 
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MARGARET A. LEE axp Hussanp vy. TOWN OF WAYNESVILLE. 
(Filed 20 December, 1922.) 


1. Municipal Corporations-—Cities and Towns—Condemnation—Eminent 
Domain—Streets and Sidewalks——Discretionary Powers-—Courts. 


The courts will not interfere with the statutory discretionary powers 
given to the governing authorities of an incorporated town to take lands 
from adjoining owners in widening its streets for the public welfare, 
unless their action in doing so is so unreasonable as to amount to an 
oppressive and manifest abuse of the exercise of this discretion. C. &., 
2791, 2792. 


2, Same—Appeal and Error-—Findings of Facts. 


Where it appears that the governing authorities of a town have taken 
‘plaintiff’s adjoining lands to widen a street intersecting with other streets 
so as to lessen the danger to traffic thereon, and it is made to appear by 
affidavits and otherwise that doing so was a reasonable exercise of the 
discretion vested in them, the findings of the trial judge, upon opposing 
affidavits, that such course was unnecessary to a certain extent, and 
reducing the width of the land which should be appropriated for the 
purpose, is not binding on the Supreme Court on appeal, the question 
being, primarily, whether the administrative authorities of the town have 
so grossly and manifestly abused the exercise of their discretionary 
powers as to render their action ineffectual, which does not appear upon 
the facts of the instant case. 
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8. Manicipal Corporations—Cities and Towns—Streets and Sidewalks— 
Condemnation—Eminent Domain—Estoppel. 


The governing authorities of a town are not estopped to condemn land 
for the widening or improving of its streets by reason of an owner having 
put extensive improvements on his land a long time prior to the time it 
was condemned for that purpose, the power of condemnation, in cases of 
this character, being a continuing one to be exercised when and to the 
extent that the public good may require it. 


AppEaL by defendant from Ferguson, J., at chambers in Waynesville, 
25 August, 1922, from Haywoop. 

Civil action, heard on return to a preliminary restraining order. On 
the hearing there were facts tending to show that the board of aldermen 
of the town of Waynesville, acting under statutory authority, had prop- 
erly resolved upon and were proceeding to carry out a plan of improve- 
ment in straightening, widening, and opening the streets of said town; 
and in pursuance of their plans proposed to cut off frora plaintiff’s lot 
a corner of same to the extent in all of 28 feet where it projected an 
acute angle towards the intersection of three or more of the prominent 
streets of the town. The conditions presented being as shown in the 
plat of the official engineer, submitted and used at the hearing and 
hereto annexed, - 

Plaintiffs thereupon instituted the present suit to restrain the board 
of aldermen from appropriating the portion of plaintiffs’ lot as pro- 
posed, and a preliminary restraining order having been issued, his 
Honor, as stated, heard and considered the matter and entered judg- 
ment in terms as follows: “This is a motion to continue restraining 
order heretofore granted to the hearing. After hearing the pleadings and 
evidence offered, and the argument of counsel, I find the following facts 
from the evidence: | 

“That heretofore, some thirty years ago, the town of Waynesville 
laid off and established streets, Boundary Street and Walnut Street con- 
necting. The plaintiffs purchased property on the corner of Boundary 
and Walnut streets, and at great expense built a home, planted out 
shade trees, and otherwise improved his yard and premises, and the 
streets have remained in that condition from that time up to the present. 
The defendants, the mayor and board of aldermen of the town of 
Waynesville, have undertaken to improve the said town by widening, 
straightening, and hard-surfacing the principal streets of the town, and 
with that view had a survey made by an engineer, and in making the 
survey of Boundary Street and Walnut Street, the town proposes to run 
through the plaintifi’s yard, taking at the widest point 211% feet, and 
reserving the right to still take further ground for the purpose of 
putting down the sidewalk. 
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“Upon the evidence offered and duly considered, it appears that it 
will be necessary to take off a small portion of the corner of the plain- 
tiff’s lot, but that it is not necessary to take as much as the defendant 
claims to have a right to do, and as if has been surveyed. That to do 
so would not add any additional security to the traveler on the streets, 
or any of them, and would virtually destroy the plaintif’s property as 
a home, by running through his yard, cutting down his shade trees, and 
doing such irreparable and unreasonable damage to the plaintifi’s prop- 
erty and to his home that the same would be unreasonable, unjust, and 
oppressive to the plaintiff. 

“Therefore, it 1s adjudged that the restraining order heretofore issued 
be modified so as to permit the defendant to run a line parallel with the 
one already surveyed, at the deepest point, not to be more than 15 feet 
from the corner of the plaintifi’s lot, and to remove such obstructions 
as may be in the way in building said streets and finishing the same as 
contemplated by the defendant, and the defendant is perpetually re- 
strained from entering any further on the plaintiff’s premises either for 
the purpose of streets or sidewalks. The question of damages is not 
passed on.” 

Defendant excepted, and appealed. 


John M. Queen and Alley & Alley for plaintiffs. 
Morgan & Ward and W. Rf. Francis for defendants. 


Hoxzr, J. From a consideration of the legislatior applicable, it 
appears that the board of aldermen are possessed of ample authority to 
enter into the proposed improvements of straightening and widening the 
streets, and to condemn the property required for the purpose on pay- 
ment of reasonable and just compensation. Private Laws 1885, ch. 127, 
sec. 16; Public-Locai Laws, Extra Session 1921, ch. 28, sec. 3; C. S., 
2791-2792; Jeffress v. Greenville, 154 N. C., 490; Waynesville v. Satter- 
thwart, 136 N. C., 226. This being true, it is the accepted principle, 
declared and upheld in numercus decisions with us, that courts may not 
interfere in a given case with the exercise of discretionary powers con- 
ferred on these local adminisirative boards for the public welfare, unless 
their action is so clearly unreasonable as to amount tc an oppressive 
and manifest abuse of their discretion. Newton v. School Committee, 
158 N. C., 186-188, citing Jeffress v. Greenville, 154 N. C., 490; Rosen- 
thal v. Goldsboro, 149 N. C., 128; Ward v. Comrs., 146 N. C., 534; 
Small v. Edenton, 146 N. C., ‘BOT: ake v. Greensboro, 114 N, C., 392: 
Brodnax v. Groom, 64 N. C,, 244. _And there may be added the cases 
of Dula v. School Trustecs, ‘177 v. C., 426-4381; Crotts v. Winston- 
Salem, 170 N.C., 24; Durham v. ee 14. N, C, 128. In Rosenthal 
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v. Goldsboro, supra, the Court, quoting from and interpreting the case 
of Tate v. Greensboro, 114 N. C., 392, stated the position referred to as 
follows: 

“The law gives to municipal corporations an almost absolute discre- 
tion in the maintenance of their streets, since wide discretion as to the 
manner of performance should be conferred where responsibility for 
improper performance is so heavily laid. 

“The charter of the city of Greensboro and the several laws of the 
State (The Code, ch. 62, vol. 2) gives to the municipal authorities of 
that city wide discretion in the control and improvement of its streets, 
and if damage results to an abutting property owner by reason of acts 
done by it neither negligently nor maliciously and wantonly, but in good 
faith in the careful exercise of that discretion, it is damnum absque 
Injured. 

“The courts will not interfere with the exercise of a discretion reposed 
in the municipal authorities of a city as to when and to what extent its 
streets shall be improved, except in cases of fraud and oppression con- 
stituting manifest abuse of such discretion. 

“Tn order to show how far the principle was applied in that decision, 
it appeared that the city authorities, having concluded that the trees, 
from their shade and placing, tended to prevent the proper maintenance 
of the streets in reference to the public benefit and convenience, ordered 
their removal, and on the hearing the judge found: ‘That the trees 
did not obstruct the passage of persons on the sidewalk; that the public 
convenience did not require their destruction; that the mud hole in the 
street, for the removing of which this act seems to have been done, could 
have been remedied without cutting down the trees.” And on the facts, 
Burwell, J., in his well considered opinion, thus stated the question 
presented: ‘This phase of the case presents for our consideration this 
question: Can the courts review the exercise by the city of Greensboro 
of its power to repair and improve its streets and remove what it con- 
siders obstructions therein, and find and declare that certain trees in the 
streets of that city, which the municipal authorities honestly believe 
were injurious and obstructive to the public, were in fact not so, and 
upon such findings, there being no allegation of negligence or of any 
want of good faith on the part of the city, award damages to an abutting 
proprietor, the comfort of whose home has been lessened by the removal 
of the trees? 

“And in reference thereto, among other things, said: ‘Hence it is 
that the law gives to all such corporations an almost absolute discretion 
in the maintenance of their streets, considering, it seems, as is most 
reasonable, that wide discretion as to the manner of performance should 
be conferred where responsibility for improper performance is so heavily 
laid. Illustrative of this is the provision of The Code, 3803, that the 
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commissioners of towns “shall provide for keeping in proper repair the 
streets and bridges of the town in the manner and to the extent they 
may deem best.” We think that under its charter and under the general 
laws of the State (The Code, ch. 62, vol. 2) the city of Greensboro was 
clothed with such discretion in the control and improvement of its 
streets, and if damage comes to the plaintiff by reason of acts done by 
it, neither negligently nor maliciously and wantonly, but in good faith 
in the careful exercise of that discretion, it is damnum obseque injuria. 
Smith v. Washington, 20 How., 136; Brush v. City of Carbondale, 78 
Ill., 74; Pontiac v. Carter, 32 Mich., 1642” 

Tt i 18 the recognized rule of procedure j in appeals of this character that 
the Court is not concluded by the finding of facts made by the trial 
judge. Hyatt v. DeHart, 140 N. C., 270, and on consideration of the 
entire evidence, and in view of the principle sustained by the authorities 
above cited, we are of opinion that the judgment of his Honor cannot 
be sustained. While the plaintiff and several other witnesses submitted 
affidavits to the effect that in their opinion the appropriation of plain- 
tiff’s property, to the extent proposed, will cause them irreparable dam- 
age, and is not at all required by the public good, and will practically 
destroy their property as a residence, there are affidavits from several 
of the board of aldermen and the city engineer to the effect that on 
learning that there would be objection made to the condemnation as pro- 
posed, they caused a resurvey to be made; that they also made personal 
examination of the locality, and passed the resolution with the consulta- 
tion and advice of numerous citizens and taxpayers, on being convinced 
that the cutting off of the acute angle of plaintifi’s yard was necessary 
to the convenience and safety of the public using the streets and side- 
walks in that locality. These resolutions and findings are supported by 
the affidavits of several citizens, that the proposed change is desirable, 
and even necessary; and there are, too, facts in evidence permitting the 
inference that the damage to the property will not be so extensive as 
plaintiffs now think and contend. Here is sharp divergence of opinion 
certainly, but nothing to justify a conclusion that there has been gross 
abuse of discretion on the part of defendants to the manifest oppression 
of plaintiffs.. This view is also confirmed by a perusal o7 the official map 
put in evidence showing the sharp projection of plaintiffs’ lot into the 
present course of three important and much frequented streets, where, 
even in the opinion of the trial court, there should be a further con- 
demnation of fifteen feet of this angle. The objection to the judicial 
modification of defendant’s resolution, however, is that the question is 
primarily and exclusively submitted to the municipal government, and 
his Honor has no power whatever in the premises unless and until mani- 
fest abuse and oppression are first established. Nor is there any ques- 
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tion of estoppel presented by reason of the fact that the streets were 
laid off as they now exist before plaintiffs ever built and improved the 
property. The better opinion being that the power of condemnation, 
in cases of this character, is a continuing one to be exercised when and 
to the extent that the public good may require. Power Co. v. Wissler, 
160 N. C., 269; Elliott on Roads and Streets (3 ed.), sec. 260. 

On the record and the facts as thus far presented, we are of opinion 
that no right to a restraining order has been shown, and the judgment 
of the trial court must be set aside. 

Reversed. 





J. M. EDGERTON anp Wire, SALLIE EDGERTON, v. W. V. TAYLOR, 
DALLAS TAYLOR, A. F. MOYE, SAM BRIDGERS, JOHN R. CRAW- 
FORD, D. H. DIXON, H. L. BIZZELL, J. B. NEWSOME, ann W. P. ROSE. 


(Filed 20 December, 1922.) 


1. Contracts — Executory Contracts — Interpretation — Interdependent 
Parts. 

Where all of the parts of an entire contract are interdependent, so that 
one part cannot be broken without breaching the whole, a breach by one 
party of a material part will discharge the whole at the option of the 
other party; and, as a general rule, when one party is unable to perform 
such executory contract, and the promises are interdependent, and made 
in consideration of each other, he is not entitled to performance by the 
other, or where he positively refuses to perform his contract in an essen- 
tial particular he cannot recover of the other for nonperformance. 


2. Same—Breach—Liability. 

Where a party obligates himself to the performance of his contract 
dependent upon an act to be performed by the other party, the doing of 
such act is a condition precedent, and generally without inquiry by the 
courts whether the doing of such act is beneficial to the one to whom the 
promise has been made, and the performance of the consideration also in 
such case, becomes a condition precedent; and where one promise forms 
the whole consideration for the other, the promises are not independent 
of one another, and the failure of one party to perform on his part will 
exonerate the other from liability to perform. 


3. Same—Conditions Precedent—Conditions Concurrent—Actions. 

One party to a contract cannot maintain an action for its breach with- 
out averring and proving a performance of his own antecedent obligations 
arising on the contract, or some legal excuse for a nonperformance 
thereof; or, if the stipulations are concurrent, his readiness and ability 
to perform them, 


4, Same—Principal and Surety. 


The surety on a bond given by some of the parties defendant for the 
faithful performance of a contract on their part is only bound upon the 


572 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 


———<—— 


EDGERTON vw. TAYLOR. 


failure or refusal of his principal to comply with the terms which 
the written instrument has imposed on him, and the surety’s liability is 
generally to be considered as strictissimi juris. 


5. Contracts—Rights of Parties. 


Parties must be permitted to make their own contracts in their own 
way, and they will be valid and binding upon them except where not 
contrary to good morals, or for some other reason, deemed sufficient, they 
are not sanctioned by the law, or are declared invalid and unenforceable 
in the interest of public policy. 


6. Contracts — Conditions Precedent—Breach—Sales—Suppressing Bid- 
ding——Principal and Surety-—Damages. 


The defendants, contractees, in a contract to convey land, for the pur- 
pose of meeting their payment of the consideration, platted the same into 
several lots contemplating an auction sale at a certain date, when the 
plaintiff objected; and at his request the defendants executed their bond, 
with sureties, for the payment of the balance of the purchase price at the 
time specified in the contract of sale, upon condition that the plaintiff 
should withdraw his objections to the sale of the land at auction by 
defendants, and not interfere therewith. The plaintiff’s action being 
against the defendants and their sureties for specific performance of the 
contract, and for damages, etc., and there being evidence in defendants’ 
behalf tending to show that the plaintiff had violated the: conditions to be 
performed on his part, by appearing at the sale and suppressing the 
bidding thereat, in consequence of which there were no purchasers: Held, 
as to the sureties, the condition that the plaintiff should not so interfere. 
was a condition precedent to any obligation on the part of defendant 
sureties; and as to the defendant principals, they were entitled to have 
the jury consider whether or not, under the evidence, they were entitled 
to be compensated for any loss they may have sustained, caused by the 
plaintiff’s conduct at the sale, which was prejudicial to them. 


7. Same—New Trials—Pleadings—Amendments to Pleadings——Issues. 


It was further held under the evidence in this: case that the issues sub- 
mitted by the judge were insufficient to determine the rights of the parties 
upon the facts and principles of law involved, and a new trial is ordered 
upon all the issues with suggestion that the parties replead, if so advised 
and permitted by the trial court, and that issues be so framed as to more 
clearly present the controversy to the jury. 


Appeal by defendants from Calvert, J.. at May Term, 1922, of 
Wayne. 

This was a civil action, wherein the plaintiffs were secking to enforce 
specific performance of a contract for the purchase of certain real prop- 
erty in the city of Goldsboro, and for,damages for breach of contract 
for the purchase of certain personal Sroperiy executed by the defend- 
ants, W. V. Taylor and Dallas Taylor to the plaintifis, and for the 
recovery against the remaining defendants of judgment for $59,000 
under a bond executed by said defendants for the faithful performance 
by the defendants W. V. Taylor and Dallas Taylor of the contract of 
purchase. 
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On 6 March, 1920, the plaintiffs and the defendants W. V. Taylor 
and Dallas Taylor entered into a written contract wherein the plaintiffs 
agreed to sell and said defendants agreed to buy certain real property in 
the city of Goldsboro, known as “Edgerton Stables,” at and for the sum 
of $60,000, of which $1,000 was paid in cash and a bond for $5,000 
executed and delivered to the plaintiffs by said defendants for the faith- 
ful performance of the contract on their part; the deed was to be deliv- 
ered by plaintiffs on 15 October, 1920, and the remainder of the pur- 
chase money was to be paid on that day. 

Some time thereafter the defendants W. V. Taylor and Dallas Taylor 
sold the defendant A. F. Moye an interest in their contract. A month 
or so thereafter the said defendants decided to advertise a sale of said 
property in separate portions at publie auction, said sale to be made 
on terms and deeds to be made to the respective purchasers on 15 Octo- 
ber, 1920, the day on which said plaintiffs agreed to deliver to said 
defendants a deed for said property free and clear of incumbrances. 

When the plaintiff learned of this proposed auction sale of said prop- 
erty he objected thereto, and refused to let surveyors go on the property 
to get the dimensions thereof for the purpose of platting the same for 
such proposed sale, and refused to Jet any notices or advertisements of 
said sale be placed upon said property. At this time an auction sale of 
said property in lots or portions had been advertised to be held on 
25 May, 1920. On 22 May, 1920, for the purpose of removing any 
objections the plaintiffs had to an auction sale of the property, and for 
the purpose of guaranteeing the performance of the contract of purchase 
by defendants, if said plaintiffs would not interfere with the auction 
sale thereof, defendants caused to be executed and delivered to plaintiffs 
a further bond signed by the defendants W. V. Taylor, A. F. Moye, 
Sam Bridgers, John R. Crawford, D. H. Dixon, H. L. Bizzell, J. B. 
Newsome, and W. P. Rose, in the sum of $59,000, the exact amount of 
the remainder of the purchase price for the property. 

These defendants, other than W. V. Taylor and Dallas Taylor and 
A. F. Moye, had no interest whatever in the property or in any of the 
proceeds that might be derived from a sale thereof. The sole considera- 
tion for this bond, as alleged and admitted, was to remove any objec- 
tions the plaintiffs might have to an auction sale of the property, and 
to cause plaintiffs to permit the auction sale to proceed without inter- 
ference on his part. Plaintiffs accepted the bond for this purpose and 
on this consideration. | 

It is contended by the defendants, and they assert that the jury has 
found, that the consideration of this last mentioned bond has failed, for 
that it did not remove any and all objections on the part of the plaintiffs 
to an auction sale of said property, and that the plaintiffs, after the 
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bond was given and accepted by them, as aforesaid, did wrongfully 
interfere with the auction sale of the property, as alleged in the answer. 
They contend that notwithstanding this finding of fact by the jury, the 
court erroneously rendered judgment for the plaintiffs against all of the 
defendants for the full penalty of the bond. 

It is further alleged and contended that the consideration for the 
second bond having failed, the only judgment that can be rendered 
against any of the defendants, if any, is against the defendants W. V. 
Taylor and Dallas Taylor, in the sum of $5,000, stipulated in the first 
contract and bond attached to the complaint. 

The following verdict was returned by the jury in response to the 
issues submitted by the court: 

“1. Were the plaintiffs J. M. Edgerton and wife ready, able, and 
willing, on 15 October, 1920, to convey the land to the cefendants W. V. 
Taylor and Dallas Taylor, and to deliver to them the personal property, 
as required by the terms of the contract. Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“2. Have the defendants W. V. Taylor and Dallas Taylor failed and 
refused to comply with their contract to purchase said lands and said 
personal property, as alleged in the complaint? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“3. What damages, if any, are the plaintiffs J. M. Edgerton and wife 
entitled to recover from the defendants on account of the failure of the 
defendants W. V. Taylor and Dallas Taylor to take over and pay for 
the real estate? Answer: ‘$59,000.’ 

“4, What damages, if any, are the plaintiffs entitled to recover of the 
defendants on account of the failure of the defendants W. V. Taylor 
and Dallas Taylor to take over and pay for personal property? An- 
swer: ‘None.’ 

“5, Did the plaintiff J. M. Edgerton wrongfully interfere with the 
auction sale of the property, as alleged in the answer? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“6. If the plaintiff J. M. Edgerton wrongfully interfered with the 
auction sale, did such interference prevent the sale of said property, as 
alleged in the answer? Answer: ‘No.’ 

“7, If so, what damages are the defendants entitled to recover from 
the plaintiff J. M. Edgerton by reason of such wrongful interference? 
Answer: ‘None.’ ” 

Judgment was rendered against the defendants for $59,000, with 
interest from 29 May, 1922, and other relief demanded, and the costs. 


W. 8S. O’B. Robinson, EL. M. Land, Teague & Dees, and Dickinson & 
Freeman for plainttffs. 

Langston, Allen & Taylor, J. F. Thompson, W. A. Finch, William R. 
Allen, and D. H. Bland for defendants. 
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Waker, J., after stating the case: This case was not tried in the 
court below upon the correct theory, and the issues submitted to the jury 
did not embrace fully all the matters really in controversy. These 
issues were objected to by the defendants and other issues tendered by 
them, which were rejected by the court, and defendants duly excepted. 

The court submitted, as will appear above, among others, the follow- 
ing issues to the jury: 

“5, Did the plaintiff J. M. Edgerton wrongfully interfere with the 
auction sale of the property, as alleged in the answer ?” 

The court then charged the jury upon that issue as follows: “If the 
jury should find by the greater weight of the evidence that after the 
execution of the bond for $59,000, J. M. Edgerton, by word or act, said 
or did anything to stifle the sale or bid, the court charges you that the 
consideration of the bond would have failed, and it would be your duty 
to answer the fifth issue ‘Yes.’ ” 

The defendants complain that notwithstanding the instruction of the 
court upon the fifth issue, and the affirmative response of the jury 
thereto, the court has rendered judgment against the defendants for the 
full amount of the bond, viz.: $59,000, contrary to the instruction of 
the court that if the jury found that J. M. Edgerton “said or did any- 
thing to stifle the sale or bid, the consideration of the bond would have 
failed.” In other words, that, as the jury found, by the answer to the 
fifth issue that J. M. Edgerton had stifled the sale or bid, the considera- 
tion of the bond for $59,000 had failed, and it would follow therefrom 
that plaintiff could not recover on the bond, or, at least, could not 
recover as much as $59,000. 

Then, again, the court refused to submit an issue as to the damages, 
if any, sustained by the defendants or the principals in the bond for 
$59,000, in consequence of the wrongful interference by J. M. Edgerton 
with the auction sale of the property. It does not follow that because 
the sale was not wholly prevented by the unlawful and wrongful inter- 
ference of J. M. Edgerton with the same, that defendants, or some of 
them, were not damaged thereby, or that by reason of the wrongful 
conduct of J. M. Edgerton he may not be barred altogether of any 
remedy or right of action on the bond against those who executed the 
same, as sureties, or who guaranteed the payment of the debt to Edger- 
ton, upon condition, which was precedent, that he should not interfere 
with the sale. It is not in this condition of the guaranty or under- 
taking of some of the defendants as sureties that they will pay the debt 
or be responsible for any default of their principals, if Edgerton did 
not prevent the sale, but only if he did not interfere with it, and would 
agree, as a part of the condition, that all objections to it had been 
removed; and, therefore, the sureties, or guarantors, are entitled to 
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stand upon the exact terms of their contract or undertaking, and if 
Edgerton failed to comply with it strictly, to be discharged or exoner- 
ated from all lability. Some of the defendants, who claim to be merely 
sureties or guarantors, insist that, when the facts of the case are fully 
disclosed and shown, by the evidence and under proper issues to be sub- 
mitted to the jury, it will appear that their true positicn is but that of 
guarantors or sureties who have assumed responsibility for the payment 
of the debt only upon a condition precedent which has not been literally 
or even substantially performed, but has been openly and essentially 
violated by Edgerton, and that by reason thereof, the latter has forfeited 
all right to proceed against them in the event of their principals’ default. 
They further contend that the only consideration for their agreement 
to answer for the wrong or default of their principals was the reciprocal 
promise of Edgerton that he would not interfere with the sale and with- 
draw all objections to it, and that this he failed to do. That he did 
interfere with the sale, as admitted by him, and found by the jury at 
the last trial; and further, that he, by doing so, and by other wrongful 
and illegal conduct, stifled competition and chilled the biddings, and 
caused great damage to the defendants, both the principals and the 
sureties, and thereby released the latter from all liability to him. It is 
expressly alleged that J. M. Edgerton announced at the sale, or cansed 
to be proclaimed, that whoever bought the property would not get a good 
title. The auctioneer employed to sell the property talked with J. M. 
Edgerton, and requested him to bid on the property, but Edgerton 
replied to him that “there was no use bidding on the property, that we 
couldn’t give title.’ One witness at the last trial, Thomas Burton, 
detailed his conversation with Edgerton at the sale, and testified as 
follows: “I saw Mr. J. M. Edgerton at the sale and asked who he was. 
I asked him to bid on the property, and he told me there was no use 
bidding on the property, that we couldn’t give title, and I made the 
remark to him that I guessed we could, we didn’t usually sell property 
unless we knew what we were doing, and he said we covldn’t give title. 
He was standing at the large entrance door, and there were quite a 
number present. J do not know that I can recall the names of any of 
them. Mr. Hardy was standing there, and the young man we had 
advertising for us. In consequence of the remark made by Mr. 
Edgerton, I turned and asked who he was, and they told me it was 
Mr. Edgerton, and I got back on the wagon and made the announce- 
ment that if any one in the audience was afraid of the title they could 
make their first cash payment and we would place the first payment 
in any bank in the city until they were satisfied that the title was good. 
I didn’t see any chance of selling the property when the owner was 
knocking the sale. When I spoke to Mr. Taylor, I was within ten feet 
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of Mr. Edgerton. I spoke wide open so any one in the world could hear 
it, and it was after speaking to Mr. Taylor that I made the announce- 
ment from the wagon. The crowd began dwindling away, and we 
couldn’t hold them after making that announcement.” This witness 
further stated that in consequence of what had occurred there was no 
‘sale, and that there were 1,000 or 1,500 people at the sale. 

It is further alleged by the defendants that the conduct of the plain- 
tiff J. M. Edgerton, as alleged, caused those intending to bid on said 
property to desist from executing their intention, and particularly two 
bidders, who had made bona fide bids aggregating $65,000, to withdraw 
said bids, said withdrawals being caused wholly and solely by a state- 
ment of the plaintiff J. M. Edgerton that a lawsuit would arise out of 
any purchase by any bidder at said sale. That in consequence of the 
wrongful conduct of the plaintiff J. M. Edgerton, as above alleged, the 
performance of the contract on the part of the defendants W. V. Taylor 
and A. F. Moye was made impossible, and the defendants are advised, 
informed, believe, and allege that such conduct was a breach of contract 
by the plaintiff. There was ample allegation and proof in the case of 
the suppression by J. M. Edgerton of biddings at the sale and of active 
and energetic efforts by him to discourage those present for the purpose 
of bidding for the property, and cause them to desist from said purpose 
by disparaging and flyblowing the title, which was offered to those 
desiring to purchase the property. 

Tt would be difficuit, if not undesirable, at this time and in the present 
situation of the case, with the issues not, in their nature, fully determi- 
native, or decisive of the rights of the parties, and of the real questions 
involved, to state with any degree of precision the principles of law 
applicable to the case, as it may hereafter be developed, but the follow- 
ing may have important bearing when the case is correctly presented 
upon the true and essential issues, leaving their proper application to 
the different phases and aspects of the controversy as they may here- 
after appear at the next trial. We therefore state them here: 

If the contract is entire in the sense that each and all of its parts are 
interdependent, so that one part cannot be violated without violating 
the whole, a breach by one party of a material part will discharge the 
whole at the option of the other party. 6 R. C. L., Contracts, para- 
graphs 311 and 324, also 310. And again, as a general rule, it is settled 
that where one party is unable to perform his part of the contract he 
cannot be entitled to the performance of the contract by the other party. 
Moreover, a party positively refusing to perform his contract cannot 
sue the other for nonperformance, where the promises are interdepend- 
ent, or if one is the consideration for the other, and the contract ts 
wholly executory. 6 R. C. L., Contracts, paragraph 324. 
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Where the performance of an agreement depends upon an act to be 
done by plaintiff, the doing of such act is a condition precedent, and the 
Court will not (always nor generally) inquire whether the doing of it 
is beneficial to defendant. So, whenever the entire consideration of the 
demand claimed is stipulated to be performed at or previous to the 
performance of the demand, the performance of the consideration 
becomes a condition precedent. 13 C. J., Contracts, paragraph 698. 

The general rule is that promises, each of which forms the whole con- 
sideration for the other, will not be held to be independent of one 
another; and a failure of one party to perform on his part will exoner- 
ate the other from liability to perform. Clark on Contracts, 656; 13 
C. J., Contracts, paragraph 540. Likewise, the party from whom the 
performance is due cannot (generally) assert that performance would 
be of no benefit to the other party. 13 C. J., Contracts, paragraph 706; 
also 138 C. J., Contracts, paragraph 735. 

The decisions of our State seem to be in accord with these principles. 
Niblett v. Herring, 49 N. C., 262; Wooten v. Walters, 110 N. C., 254. 
One party to a contract cannot maintain an action for its breach with- 
out averring and proving a performance of his own an‘ecedent obliga- 
tions arising on the contract, or some legal excuse for a nonperformance 
thereof, or, if the stipulations are concurrent, his readiness and ability 
to perform them. Ducker v. Cochrane, 92 N. C., 597, cited and 
approved in McCurry v. Purgason, 170 N. C., 468; Tussey v. Owen, 
139 N. C., 437. 

This Court said, by Hoke, J., in McCracken v. R. R., 168 N. C., 62, 
at p. 67: “It is true that our Court has frequently expressed its 
approval of the principle that, in ordinary business contracts, in which 
the consideration has wholly or in part passed, conditions subsequent 
which look to the forfeiture of rights and covenants for liquidated dam- 
ages, which are in their effect but penalties, will be construed with some 
strictness, and, in the exercise of its equitable powers, that it will, at 
times, relieve against forfeiture in the one case and will adjust the con- 
flicting interests in disregard of the penalty in the other. But the 
principle does not obtain in the case of conditions precedent where strict 
performance may be insisted on,” citing Corinthian Lodge v. Smith. 
147 N. C., 244; 1 Pomeroy Eq. Jurisdiction (3 ed.), sec. 455. And in 
illustration of the principle controlling with reference to a condition 
precedent, the Court further said in that case: “Where the condition 
requires the railroad to be begun or finished before a certain date, it is 
held that time is of the essence of the contract, and the subscriber may 
be discharged from liability by a failure to comply with the condition.” 
1 Elliott R. R., secs. 116-117. Where a town agreed to issue its bonds 
on “performance of certain conditions by a railroad company—as that 
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it should construct its road from a certain point to a certain other point 
within a given time—if the company does not perform the condition 
within the time, it cannot, though prevented by floods, compel the issue 
of the bonds, though it afterwards completes the line. 1 Wood R. R., 
sec. 119, citing R. R. v. Thompson, 24 Kan., 170. A subscription, ‘pro- 
viding that the town of F. be made a point, and said road be put under 
contract in one year from 1 September, 1853’: Held, putting the road 
under contract was a condition precedent to the right of the company to 
recover, though the road was finished and running by 1 September, 1858; 
Judge Dillon saying, the letting to contract as stipulated might have 
hastened completion. Ft. #. v. Boestler, 15 Iowa, 555. In the present 
contract the parties have not only made the express stipulation that if the 
road is not completed to a certain point in three years, the bonds will be 
surrendered and destroyed, and that all rights and equities under the 
contract shall cease, but have added yet another with regard to time, 
that the bonds shall not be delivered unless and until the railroad shall 
construct its lines as above set forth, and has in operation over said line, 
within three years, trains for the transportation of passengers and 
freight.” And in Ducker v. Cochrane, 92 N.C., 597, cited with emphatic 
approval in Corinthian Lodge v. Smith, supra, the Court held: “That 
one party to a contract cannot maintain an action for its breach without 
averring and proving a performance of his own antecedent obligations 
arising on the contract, or some legal excuse for a nonperformance 
thereof, or, if the stipulations are concurrent, his readiness and ability 
to perform them.” And the Court in that case further says: “This 
principle has been recognized and applied by us in many well considered 
cases. Tussey v. Owen, 189 N. C., 457; Jones v. Mial, 79 N. C., 164, 
modified, but not on this point, in 82 N. C., 252; Niblett v. Herring, 49 
N. C., 262; Grandy v. McCleese, 47 N. C., 142. And it is also well 
established that when the stipulations imposed by such a contract on 
the complaining party are in the nature of conditions precedent, a strict 
compliance may be insisted on. Mvzell v. Burnett, 49 N. C., 249; 
Norrington v. Wright, 115 U. S., 188; Oakley v. Morton, 11 N. Y., 25; 
Pickering v. Greenwood, 114 Mass., 479.” 

And more especially as bearing upon the particular questions in this 
case, attention is directed to the fact that the bond in question is a surety 
bond, the nature or character of which is explained in 20 R. C. L,, at 
p. 946, under the title “Principal and Surety,” paragraphs 2 and 3. 
Since from an early date the liability of a surety has been considered 
as strictissimi juris, it is a general rule, where the surety enters into the 
contract of suretyship upon condition and in consideration of something 
to be first done by the creditor, that if the latter omits to perform the 
condition the surety is not liable. 21 R. C. L., 962, “Principal and 
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Surety,” paragraph 16; Lawrence v. Walmsley, 104 R. C. L., 799; see 
note, 22 Ann. Cas., 415. Sureties are favored by the law. Their obli- 
gations are ordinarily assumed without pecuniary compensation, and 
are not to be extended by implication or construction. They have a 
right, as we have said, to stand on the terms of their contract, and 
having consented to be bound to a certain extent only, their hability 
must be found within the terms of that consent, strictly construed, and 
it has been said to be insufficient that the surety may sustain no injury 
by a change in the contract, or that it may even be for his benefit. 21 
R. C. L., 975, “Principal and Surety,” paragraph 28, and see especially 
note 11, p. 976. 

In Jeffries v. Lamb, 73 Ind., 202, a creditor whose indebtedness was 
secured by a chattel mortgage took from his debtor a note signed by a 
surety. .The creditor at the time promised the surety to cancel the 
chattel mortgage so as to enable the surety to secure a mortgage on the 
chattel from the debtor as security to him. The credisor failing to do 
this, it was held that the surety was not lable, the Court saying: “These 
facts show, we think, an entire failure of the considerzetion of the note 
in suit as between the appellant as payee of the note and the sureties 
therein.” 

In Fay v. Jenks, 938 Mich., the Court held that “If the creditor vio- 
lated the agreement for the exclusive agency as per contract, the sureties 
were not liable, irrespective of the extent to which the agreement was 
violated and the resulting injury to the corporation.” The court 
pointed out in that case that the defense was not on the ground of a 
partial failure of consideration, but upon the ground that the creditor 
violated the condition upon which the surety signed, and which was the 
sole consideration of his surctyship. 

In Jones v. Kerr, 30 Ga., the Court said: “We understand the law 
to be this: If a creditor neglects to perform, or performs defectively, 
any of the conditions either expressed or implied which are incumbent 
upon him, or any of the terms which, collectively, form the consideration 
of the surety’s contract or the contract to which the surety acceded, the 
surety is discharged, or rather, his liability never attached.” 

In Capps v. Smith, 4 DL, 177, the Court said: “The rule is well 
settled that where the undertakings of the parties to a eontract are 
mutual, one in consideration of the other, they are to be regarded as 
dependent contracts, which neither party can enforce without averring 
and proving a performance.” Coughran v. Bigelow, 164 U. S., at 
p. 301, and especially on p. 310. See, also, Gamble v. Cuneo, 47 N. Y. 
Suppl., at p. 548, where the Court said: “The rule that a contract of 
a surety is strictissimt juris is not a rule of construction, but a rule as 
to the application of the contract after its meaning has been ascer- 
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tained.” See, further, Day v. Dox, 24 Amer. Dec., 137; Gayton v. Dey, 
178 Fed., 249 (101 C.C. A., 609) ; Hunt v. Invermore, 5 Pick. (Mass.), 
101; Chapman v. Clements, 56 Southwestern, 646 (last paragraph of 
opinion); Gardner v. Hdwards, 119 N. C., 566. 

It is well understood in the law that parties must be permitted to 
make their own contracts in their own way, and they will be valid and 
binding upon them except where not contrary to good morals, or for 
some other reason, deemed sufficient, they are not sanctioned by the law, 
or are declared invalid and unenforceable in the interest cf public policy. 

The plaintif has made a contract, in this instance, that he would 
refrair. frora doing anything that would interfere with the making of 
thig sale, or obstruct the same, and has agreed that he would withdraw 
all objections to 1t, and the defendants, some of whom are sureties, or 
guarantors, for the performance of their part of the contract, have 
agreed, in consideration of plaintiff’s promise, as set forth, and upon 
condition that he fully and faithfully performs the same, that they will 
become bound to him for the faithful performance of their part of the 
contract. But it appears that the promise of the one was the only con- 
sideration for the promise of the other, or to state it differently, the 
promise of J. M. Edgerton, and the fulfillment of it, was necessarily a 
ecndition precedent to any obligation on the part of the defendants, or, 
at least, such of them as were to be sureties or guarantors, that they 
should become bound to Edgerton in the manner specified in the con- 
tract. But we are of the opinion that the case was not so tried through- 
out as to decide the dominant question in it, nor yet to determine it 
with respect to other important matters involved in the controversy, one 
of these questions being the amount of damages to which the defendants, 
or any of them, are entitled to recover if plaintiffs have violated the 
contract on their part, and the actual prevention of the sale by the 
plaintiffs is not essential to their recovery of such damages, because if 
plaintiffs have impaired the right of the defendants to have a sale free 
from objection, and, of course, without interference by them and free 
from any act or conduct of theirs which was calculated to impede the 
sale by depressing or chilling the biddings, by disparaging the title to 
the property, or by other means or conduct, and to the extent that de- 
fendants’ rights were impaired in such manner, it would seem that they 
are entitled to be compensated for any loss they sustained. 

It may be that it would conduce to a more intelligent and a clearer 
perception of the controlling or determinative issues if the parties should 
replead and state their respective sides of the controversy more pre- 
cisely, under the order of the Court, and that thereupon other issues be 
framed and submitted to the jury, but the case can proceed without this 
being done, if the parties are so advised, what we have said in this 
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regard being merely suggestive, and not as any compulsory direction by 
us, but as something left entirely to the discretion of counsel, and to be 
done with the approval of the presiding judge. 

We order a new trial as to all the issues, as this will best attain the 
end in view, and will the more certainly conserve, if! not advance, the 
rights and interests of the several parties. 

We need not consider the other exceptions, though this does not mean 
that they are not well taken, but that it would not be timely to refer to 
them more minutely than we have already done, as we deem it best to 
reserve all other questions until the facts are more fully and clearly 
presented to us than they are in this record. 

There must be another trial for the purposes we have indicated, and 
it will be so certified. 

New trial. 





MARY STRUNKS, ADMINISTRATRIX OF JOHN M. STRUNKS, v. JOHN B. 
PAYNE, DIRECTOR GENERAL OF RAILROADS, AND SOUTTHERN RAILWAY 
COMPANY. 

(Filed 13 December, 1922.) 


1. Railroads—Employer and Employee—Master and Servant-——Negligence 
—Sufficient Help—Evidence—Questions for Jury—Trials. 


In an action to recover damages for the negligent killing of plaintiff’s 
intestate by the defendant railroad company, there was evidence tending 
to show that the intestate, in the course of his employment, had applied 
the brakes on two cars that had been “shunted” onto a sidetrack from 
the defendant’s freight train, and that then the defendant’s train 
“shunted” another car onto this track that came in contact with those to 
which the plaintiff had applied the brakes, connecting the automatic coup- 
lings so that the three cars, instead of remaining stationary, began to run 
back down grade; that the intestate got back upon the car and used a 
“brake stick” as a lever, which was fixed within the spokes of the brake 
wheel, for additional power, and upon the breaking of this “brake stick,” 
the intestate was thrown between the cars to his injury and resultant 
death, there being no other employee than the intestate to act as brake- 
man under the circumstances: Held, sufficient eviderice upon which the 
jury could find that the service required for stopping the cars under the 
circumstances was more than the intestate could singly perform with 
reasonable safety; that defendant had negligently failed in its duty to 
furnish him sufficient help, and that this negligence was the proximate 
cause of the intestate’s death. 


2. Same—Assumption of Risks. 

A brakeman on a freight train assumes the risks of his employment 
that are incident thereto and obvious, but not such as are caused by the 
negligence of the railroad company, or its employees, for whose acts it is 
liable, under such circumstances that the employee may not reasonably 
anticipate in time to avoid the result of an injury thereby caused, the rule 
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not applying that the servant assumes the risk by remaining in the service 
after he knows it, or it is obvious, and he appreciates the danger arising 
from it. 


8. Same—Rules of Employer. 

A rule of a railroad company that its employees shall not use a “brake 
stick” intended to be inserted between the spokes of the brake wheels for 
stopping its freight cars will not alone bar the recovery of such employee 
in his action to recover damages for the alleged negligence of the defend- 
ant railroad company when the rule has not been enforced, but habitually 

-disregarded, if the use of the “brake stick” was reasonably required under 
the circumstances. 


4, Same—Defects—lInstructions. 

Under the evidence in this case, it is held, that the defendant railroad 
company could not reasonably object to a charge of the court instructing 
the jury that, where an employee knows of a defect that has caused the 
injury complained of, and appreciates the risk and the danger attributable 
to it, and continues in the employment without objection, or obtaining 
from his employer, or representative, an assurance that the defect would 
be remedied, the employee assumes the risk, even though it arises out of 
his employer’s breach of duty, as the instruction is in its favor, if 
erroneous. 


5. Damages—Statutes—-Federal Employers’ Liability Act—Compensation 
—Negligence—Wrongful Death—Present Value—Railroads. 


The measure of damages under the Federal Employer’s Liability Act 
for the negligent killing of plaintiff’s intestate, an employee of the defend- 
ant railroad company, is for ‘‘ccompensation” to the legal dependents, to 
be computed at the present cash value of the future benefits of which the 
beneficiaries were deprived by the death, making adequate allowance, 
according to the circumstances, for the earning power of money. 


6. Appeal and Error—Objections and Exceptions—Instructions—Excep- 
tions —~ Damages — Present Value—Negligence — Wrongful Death— 
Federal Statutes——Federal Employers’ Liability Act. 


A charge of the court upon the measure of damages to be given to the 
legal dependents of an employee negligently killed by the defendant 
railroad company under the provisions of the Federal Employers’ Liability 
Act, that omits from the jury’s consideration the present value of the 
future benefits that the legal dependents had been deprived of by the 
death, permits a recovery beyond that allowed by the statute, and an 
exception thereto presents the error on appeal without the necessity of a 
special request confining the recovery within the proper limits, there being 
but one legal principle involved and erroneously stated, which makes the 
error positive or affirmative, it being a failure to state the applicable 
principle correctly, and not a mere omission to charge as to some special 
or particular phase of the case. 

7. Courts—Practice—Federal Courts—State Courts. 

Semble, the Federal courts follow the rules of practice in the state 
courts holding an exception to the charge is sufficient on appeal, without 
a request for instruction, when the charge is of itself an erroneous state- 
ment of the measure of damages to be awarded by the jury for a wrongful 
death, in this case the negligent killing by a railroad company of its 
employee. 


584 IN THE SUPREME COURT. (134 


SLRUNKS U. PAYNE, 


a i re A com ne em ee a a mm ee me Ate 





8. Appeal and Error~-New Trials as to Une issue-~-Daniages. 

There being no error upon the issues of negligence, ete., commiliad by 
the trial court in an action against a railroad company for the alleged 
negligent killing of plaintift’s intestate. but only upon the issue-.as to the 
measure of damages, a new trial upon that issue aione is ordered on this 
appéai. 


Arrral by defeuduits from Dong, J., at March Terin, 1922, of 
GUILFORD. 

This is an ae by plaintiff, as administrarrix of her Rusband; to 
recover damages for his death caused by the alleged ueghgence of the 
defendant cree Raibvay Company. It was admitted that he was 
killed 9 November, 1920; that the plaintiff 1s the widow and adminis- 
tratrix of the testator, and shat he also left surviving him three minor 
children. The jury found upon the issues submitted tl.at the plaintilft’s 
intestate was killed by the negligence of the detendant raliway company, 
as alleged in the complaint; that he did not assume the risk of being 
injured, aud assessed the damages to the widow at $10,000; to his intant 
dauguter, Margaret, 7 years of age, at $6,000; io his infani son, Marvin, 
5 years of age, at 37, 000, anit to his iifant sun, Howard, 2 years of age, 
at $7,000. Judgment accordingly. 

It appeared in the evidence that on the morutng of ¢@ November, 1429, 
the intestate was a member of a tralu crew of the defendant’s ne 
in charge of L. M. Cary, conductor, who took out trom Greensboro a 
train ot freight ears, 28 or 29 in number, ro a point en the belt line of 
the defendant, serving several manutacturing establishments, known as 
the Finishing Mull, where said cars were switched, luseified: and dis- 
tributed. There are several tracks branching off from this belt le and 
used for this purpose. One of these is known as the pass track, near a 
public highway, and is the one on which intestate was Ixlled. 

When this train of cars reached a point on the belt bne near the said 
pass track the engine was pushing them in a general easterly direction. 
a car was put upon the main or belt line. Then two gondola ears 

together, loaded with sand, and eaeh weighing 35 10 75 tons, were kicked 
or shunted some distance up on the steep grade of the pass track; 
Strunks, in the performance of his duty as brakeman, set the brakes on 
these two cars when they ceased rolling up the grade on the pass track; 
then a box ear of hme (weighing 35 tons) was kicked or shunted up the 
grade of the pass track with sufficient force and violence to strike 
one of the gondola cars, and coupled with it automatically. The effect 
of this impact was to jostle the two gondola ears and to start all three 
cars rolling down the grade. 

This created an unexpected emergency. When the cars began to roll 
down, Strunks was on the ground, where it was his duty to be, and it 
was his duty to stop the cars. In order to do this he had to go on top 
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of the car to get to the brakes. He ran up the ladder of the box car and 
applied the brakes on that car, using the brake stick; there was nobody 
there to help him and nobody on the two gondolas. Strunks was the 
only brakeman on the cars. In order to stop the cars with only one 
brake, he would have to apply enough pressure on this brake to stop all 
three of them, and the brake stick broke, which it seems caused his fall 
to the ground and his subsequent death. 

The box car of lime was kicked up the grade with more ae and 
violence than was perhaps intended, and, not being under the control of 
any one and with no brakeman on it, this was doubtless the initial cause 
of the tragedy which followed. 

When the three cars began to roll down the grade Strunks was on the 
ground, near where, on the opposite side, was the conductor Carr. 
Strunks ran up the ladder of the box car and applied the brakes to that. 
These brakes were on the end of the box car which was next to the 
gondola cars. He fell from this place, between the box car and the first 
gondola. The truck of the gondola which followed the box car passed 
over him. Witness Carr heard Strunks apply the brakes, heard a sound 
as if something had broken, then saw Strunks’ feet, saw him when he 
struck the ground. He fell on the side opposite to the witness. 

The defendant in his answer states that Strunks was using the brake 
stick at the time that the stick broke, which caused him to become un- 
balanced and to fall from the car, being thrown under the car and killed. 
It was in evidence that a brake stick is like a pick handle, reduced to a 
suitable length, to be used as a lever, which, when inserted in the brake 
wheel (which is made like the steering wheel of an automobile) enables 
the brakeman to apply a greater degree of pressure than would other- 
wise be possible. It was in evidence that the defendant had a rule for- 
bidding the use of brake sticks, but, nevertheless, that they were in 
universal use, and had been for at least 16 years; that there is much 
work required of brakemen which cannot be done without the use of 
brake sticks. The conductor in charge of the train knew that Strunks 
was using a brake stick, and another brakeman testified that he was 
familiar with and had worked on this particular grade; that he used a 
stick there, and that to control the cars on this grade it was necessary 
to use a brake stick. 

The conductor, Carr, testified that he did not inspect the brakes, but 
there was nothing to indicate that the brakes were in bad condition up 
to the time they started to roll back, that is, when they were struck by 
the box car and jostled or jarred. Strunks had applied the brakes on 
these cars, and if in good condition they would have held under the 
impact. 

There was verdict and judgment thereon against the defendant, from 
which it appealed. 
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S. B. Adams and R. C. Strudwick for plaintiff. 
Wilson & Frazier for defendants. 


WaLkeER, J., after stating the case: It appears that there was suff- 
clent evidence in the case to warrant the jury in finding that the task 
of Strunks on this occasion was beyond his power to perform alone with 
reasonable safety; that the defendant had failed in its duty to furnish 
sufficient help. If so, this was actionable negligence, provided such 
failure was the proximate cause of the death. Pigford v. Rf. R., 160 
N.C., 98. That case also holds that the doctrine of the assumption of 
risk relates to the servant’s knowledge of the ordinary risks incident to 
his employment, and which he is presumed to know—but that extraor- 
dinary risks created by the master’s negligence, if he knows of them, 
will not defeat a recovery unless the danger to which he is exposed is so 
obvious and imminent that the servant cannot help seeing and under- 
standing it fully, and he fails under the circumstances to exercise that 
degree of care for his own safety which is incumbent upon the ordinarily 
prudent man. 

The defendant was negligent in kicking or shunting these cars up the 
steep incline of the pass track without any one in position to control 
their. movements—the cars being shunted and not under control, vio- 
lently struck the two cars already on the pass track and started all three 
of them rolling down the grade. This was the initial cause of this 
occurrence, and was negligence. Moore v. R. #.,179 N. C., 641. 

Notwithstanding the defendant had a rule forbidding the use of brake 
sticks by brakemen, it was in evidence that this rule had been disre 
garded for more than 16 years, and that all brakemen had for many 
years habitually used brake sticks, to the knowledge of defendant; that 
defendant constantly required brakemen to do work which could not be 
done without their use, and that on this particular grade, in doing the 
work required of Strunks, the use of a brake stick was necessary. Under 
these circumstances the existence of the rule cannot exculpate the de- 
fendant. Biles v. R. #., 148 N. C., 79. 

The defendant insists that it was error to refuse to nonsuit, or to 
instruct the jury that if they believed the evidence to answer the first 
issue “No”; and further, that it was error for the court to refuse the 
prayer for an instruction, viz.: “If the jury believed tke evidence they 
should find that the plaintiff’s intestate assumed the risk incident to his 
employment.” We do not think that upon this evidence the court com- 
mitted any error in these respects. 

The court charged the jury: “When the employee knows of the defect 
and appreciates the risk and danger attributable to it, then if he con- 
tinues in the employment without objection or without obtaining from 
the employer, or his representative, an assurance that the defect will 
be remedied, the employee assumes the risk, even thougl. it arise out of 
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the master’s breach of duty.” We do not see how the defendant can 
complain of this instruction. 

This case was brought under the Federal Employers’ Liability Act, 
and the rule of the Federal Court and not of the State court controls as 
to the assessment of damages. 

Upon the other question, as to the assessment of damages under what 
is termed the “present value” rule, it 1s unnecessary for us to say very 
much, as the proper rule, and the one, therefore, that we should follow, 
was stated by the Supreme Court of the United States in the compara- 
tively recent case of Chesapeake & Ohio R. Co. v. Kelley, 241 U. S., 485 
(S. c., 60 L. Ed., p. 1117); and Same Railroad Co. v. Gainey, 241 
U. S., 494 (S. c., 60 L. Ed., p. 1124), as follows: “The present cash 
value of the future benefits of which the beneficiaries were deprived by 
the death, making adequate allowance, according to the circumstances, 
for the earning power of money, is the proper measure of recovery in 
an action against an interstate railway carrier under the Employers’ 
Liability Act of 22 April, 1908 (35 Stat. at L., 65, ch. 149), as amended 
by the act of 5 April, 1910 (36 Stat. at L., 291, ch. 143; Comp. Stat. 
1913, sec. 8662), for the benefit of the widow and dependent children of 
an employee killed while engaged in interstate commerce.” 

The charge of the court in this case is contrary to the rule as there 
declared by the highest Federal Court, and proper exception was taken 
thereto in this case.’ 

If a judge attempts to state the rule of law applicable to the case, he 
should state it fully, and not omit any essential part of it. The omission 
of any material part is a fatal error, and it is an affirmative or positive 
error. The “present value” of the future benefits which his widow and 
children would have derived by a continuance of the life of the person 
in question would seem clearly to be an essential part of the rule of the 
statute as to the damages which may be recovered, and not the sum 
total of the benefits as they may accrue in the future, because the amount 
of the latter are to be paid now. The rule of damages, as charged by 
the court, did not follow the Federal statute, as the latter provides only 
for “compensation,” while the rule as given to the jury by the court 
would more than “compensate” the beneficiaries, as they would receive 
all at once, or in solido, and not as the benefits severally accrue in the 
future, which would necessarily be more than the statute contemplated 
should be paid to them, as the sum total of all the benefits, if received 
as they may accrue hereafter, would plainly be less than the payment of 
all of them immediately without any abatement, or discount so as to 
reduce them to the present value of the said future benefits: Manifestly 
the Congress intended only the present worth of the accruing benefits 
by the use of the language in the statute. Any other construction would 
result in giving the beneficiaries more than the fair and reasonable 
compensation provided for in the Federal statute, for without being 
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kept within the proper limit, the jury could, at least, give them more 
than the present worth or value of the accruing benefits, being unre- 
strained, and more than likely they would do so, and given ample oppor- 
tunity and free range for favoring the beneficiaries beyond their legal 
deserts, 1t is more than probable that they did so. But apart from this 
gonsideration, 1t 1s plain that the statute intended to limit the jury to a 
fair and reasonable compensation, to be estimated by them in view of 
the fact that the whole amount or aggregate of the several benefits will 
be paid presently, and not the several amounts successively as they may 
accrue. No special request for an instruction was required by the law, 
or by well recognized procedure, in order to entitle the defendant to such 
an instruction, as that is undoubtedly an essential and material part of 
the rule prescribed by the statute, and the judge should have charged it 
voluntarily and without being urged to do so by a special prayer. 

In the Kelly case, supra, the Court said “that, where future payments 
are to be anticipated and capitalized in a verdict, the plaintiff is entitled 
to no more than their present worth, 1s commonly recognized in the 
state courts,” citing among many cases the following from this State, 
namely, Poe v. &. &., 141 N. C., 525, 528; Benton v. R. B., 122 N. C., 
1007, 1009; Johnson v. R. #., 163 N. C., 431, 452 (Anno. Cases 1915 B, 
598). 

Statutes similar to the one now being considered have: been construed 
by the courts of this country in the different state jurisdictions, and 
with substantial uniformity, to the effect that for the cogent and con- 
vincing reasons stated in those cases they only allow the “present value” 
of future benefits from the continuance of the life that has negligently 
peen taken. We fully considered the same question in Johnson v. R. R., 
163 N. C., 431, and Fry v. BR. R., 159 N. C., 357. In the Johnson case, 
supra, itis said: “In an action for injuries by negligence, such as this 
one, the plaintiff is only entitled to recover the reasonable present value 
of compensation for his diminished earning capacity in the future, and 
not the whole difference between what he would be able to earn in the 
future, but for such injury, and such sum as he would be able to earn 
in his present condition. &. R. v. Paschall, 92 8S. W., 446. Where 
future payments for the loss of earning power are to be anticipated by 
the jury and capitalized in a verdict, the plaintiff is entitled only to 
their present worth. Goodhardt v. R. k., 177 Pa. St., 1. The damages 
to be awarded for a negligent personal injury resulting in a diminution 
of earning power 1s a sum equal to the present worth of such diminution, 
and not its aggregate for plaintifi’s expectancy of life. O’Brien v. 
White, 105 Me., 308. The rule, as we see, may be stated with varying 
phraseology, but it all carries the same idea, that the estimate should 
be based upon the present value of the difference between plaintiff’s 
earning capacity (now and then), and not the total difference caused 
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by the injury. The rule is supported by many authorities in this and 
other jurisdictions, Pickett v. R. #., 117 N. C., 616; Wilkinson v. 
Dunbar, 149 N. C., 20 (opinion by Hoke, J.); Benton v. R. #., 122 
N.C., 1007; Watson v. BR. R., 183 N. C., 188; RB. BR. v. Carroll, 84 Fed. 
Rep., 772; Hulsome v. Concord, 46 Vt., 135; Kenny v. Folkerts, 84 
Mich., 616. In Pickett v. BR. R., 117 N. C., 616, a similar instruction 
was held (opinion by Avery, J.) to be objectionable, because ‘it left the 
date which should be the basis of the calculation, to say the least, 
uncertain, if the language was not susceptible of the construction that 
the net income would be estimated as of the period when those dependent 
on him would have realized the benefit of his labor had he not come to 
an untimely end.’ It is there said that the jury should be told that 
it is the present value of the net earnings or income, the rule being stated 
succinctly and clearly in the seventh headnote of the case. The identical] 
rule is laid down in Benton v. R. £#., supra (opinion by Clark, J.), 
citing Pickett’s case, supra; Burton v. R. R., 82 N. C., 504; Kesler v. 
Smith, 66 N. C., 154. This is not merely the just and reasonable rule, 
where all the damages are to be awarded and paid presently, and not as 
they accrue in the future, but it is the only one admissible under the 
statute, and it is said in Benton's case, supra, to have been established 
by the precedents. Any other principle, if adopted, would enable a 
plaintiff to recover more than could possibly be earned, as no man 
realizes at once the full earnings or accumulations of a lifetime.” 

The courts in the different jurisdictions have consistently agreed as to 
the proper measure of the damages to be recovered in such cases, and as 
to the “present value” rule being the correct one, under the terms of the 
statutes applicable to this class of cases, and it will be found that they 
consider the “present value” of the benefits or accumulations which 
would have been realized by the deceased person had he survived, as an 
essential or material, and indeed an inherent part of the rule of the 
statute as to damages. The omission of it in the instruction of the court 
must, therefore, be an affirmative error which vitiates the charge. 

The view of the case here presented and insisted upon relates to the 
same point, the measure of damages, as the one in Ala. R. Co. v. Carroll, 
84 Fed. Rep., 772, where it was held that “the measure of damages for 
an injury depriving a plaintiff of his earning power is not the amount 
he might probably earn during his expectancy of hfe, but the present 
value of such earnings.” That case was commenced in the Circuit 
Court of the United States for the Northern District of Alabama, where 
there was a verdict and judgment therein for the plaintiff, and carried 
by appeal to the U. S. Circuit Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit, 
where the judgment was set aside and a new trial awarded because of a 
charge upon damages similar to the one in our case. In other words, it 
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was a Federal Court of Appeals passing upon this question of damages, 
and it lays down the rule obtaining in those courts upon a similar ques- 
tion. It cites, as one of the authorities in support of the rule it applied, 
Railway Co. v. Farr, 6 C, C. A., 211 (56 Fed., 994), and says further 
in the opinion by Justice Pardee: “To this part of the charge the 
plaintiff in error duly excepted, and the foregoing remarks of counsel 
and the charge of the judge in relation to damages are assigned as error. 
The remarks of counsel stated an incorrect method of arriving at the 
measure of damages, were unfair, and tended to mislead the jury, and 
there was error in permitting the same to go to the jury. In Railway 
Co. v. Farr, 12 U.S. App., 520, 528; 6 C. ©. A., 211, and 56 Fed., 994, 
in a similar case, exactly the same error was committed. In relation 
to it the learned judge announcing the opinion of the Court said: ‘This 
was a manifest error. The present value of the earnings of 40 years to 
come, if absolutely assured, is much less than 50 per cent of their 
amount, at any rate of interest that prevails in the Incian Territory, 
and when it is considered how uncertain these earnings are, how many 
chances of disability, disease, and disposition, condition the probable 
earnings of a young man, the rule announced is absurd. Nor was the 
vice of this argument, or of the court’s approval of it, anywhere ex- 
tracted in the general charge. The judge contented himself with the 
harmless remark upon this branch of the case that if the jury found for 
the plaintiff they should allow such a sum as would compensate him for 
his pecuniary loss sustained, or that he would hereafter sustain, by 
reason of the disabilities caused by his injuries.’ ” 

It must be noted carefully that the decisions in the Carroll case, supra, 
and in the Farr case, supra, just cited, were not controlled by the con- 
struction of any statute in the State giving an action for death caused 
by negligence, but were decisions in cases to recover damages for personal 
injuries caused by negligence wherein the plaintiff sought to recover 
inter alia damages for loss of physical and mental power which would 
extend into the future, or common-law damages, and the courts held it 
to be a general and uniform rule in all cases to allow only the present 
value of benefits, which would have accrued in the future, if the party 
had not been incapacitated by the neghgent act of the defendant, or if 
those benefits had not been lost, if death had not been caused by the same 
kind of act. It was a general rule, the principle of which was applica- 
ble to all like cases, whether founded on the common law or on a statute, 
for it was the rule of reason, and when the reason is the same, the law 
is the same (ubz jus bi remedium). 

There was but a single proposition contained in the instruction of the 
court to which exception was duly taken, and where this is the case, the 
exception has the effect, in law, of denying the correctness of the single 
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instruction. This is the rule of all appellate courts, and it could not 
well be otherwise. It was not necessary, as assumed, that appellant 
should have gone further and stated that his exception was based on the 
incorrectness of the single instruction as given, for this is most plainly 
implied, there being but one instruction. It is settled that where there 
is but one instruction in the charge of a court, the appellant complies 
with the requirement as to exceptions and the assignments of error, by 
a single and general exception to the charge as given. What more 
could he say? And this is so as to an exception to a judgment, and 
there are various other illustrations of it in procedure and practice. 
The instruction of the court in this instance induced the jury to give 
damages upon a wrong basis—not the one prescribed by the statute, and 
it was calculated to do so. It was a positive error in failing to lay 
down the rule, as fixed by the statute and required no prayer to guide 
the court and jury in applying the right principle. 

We may as well, in this connection, refer to the fact that neither 
R. BR. Co. v. Keliy, 241 U. S., 485, nor &. BR. Co. v. Gainey, 241 UL S., 
494, held, or stated, that a prayer was necessary to raise the question as 
to the error or insufficiency of the instruction as to damages under the 
act. It is simply said in the Kelly case, supra, by Justice Pitney (60 
L. Ed., bottom p. 1122): “So far as a verdict is based upon the de- 
privation of future benefits, it will afford more than compensation if it 
be made up by aggregating the benefits without taking account of the 
earning power of the money that is presently to be awarded.” And 
again, at p. 1123: “Where future payments are to be anticipated and 
capitalized in a verdict (that) the plaintiff is entitled to no more than 
their present worth is commonly recognized in the state courts,” and he 
cites numerous state cases and the following United States cases at 
p. 1124: St. Lows, etc, R. Co. v Needham, 3 C. C. A., 129; 10 U.S. 
App., 339; 52 Fed., 371, 377; Baltomore & Ohio R. Co. v. Henthorne, 19 
C. C. A., 623; 43 U.S. App., 113; 73 Fed., 634, 641. We will quote 
from the Gainey case, supra, a little more fully (60 U. S. L. Ed., at 
p. 1125): “The only question raised relates to the method adopted in 
ascertaining the damages. The jury returned a verdict of $16,000. 
On appeal to the Kentucky Court of Appeals, it was insisted that this 
amount was grossly excessive, and was the result of erroneous instruc- 
tions to the jury. It was contended that the verdict of $16,000, if placed 
at interest, would yield an annual income greater than the amount the 
widow would have received had she lived, and would yet leave her the 
principal to-dispose of at the time of her death. The (Kentucky) Court 
overruled this contention on the authority of C. d O. R. Co. v. Kelly, 
160 Ky., 296, where the same Court held that in such a case the whole 
loss is sustained at the time of intestate’s death, and is to be included 
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in the verdict without rebate or discount. A reading of the opinion of 
the Court of Appeals in the present case (162 Ky., 227; 172 S. W., 
918) makes it evident that it was only upon this theory that the Court 
was able to reach a conclusion sustaining the verdict. Since we have 
held, in C. & O. R. Co. v. Kelly, this day decided (241 U. S., 485, ante, 
1117; 36 Sup. Ct. Rep., 630), that the theory is erroneous, it results 
that the judgment here under review must be reversed and the cause 
remanded for further proceedings not inconsistent with this opinion.” 

But in Thornton’s Fed. Empl. Inability Act (3 ed.), sec. 199, pp. 298, 
294, it is said: “Local state practice controls. The practice in the 
state court of the locality where the action is brought prevails, both 
where the action is brought in a state court and in a Federal Court.” 
This brings us to the very strong and forceful statement of the rule by 
Justice Avery in Pickett v. R. R., 117 N. C., 639, for the unanimous 
Court: “The instruction given, viewed without reference to the prayer 
of the defendant, was objectionable in that it left the question of the 
date which should be the basis of the final calculation, to say the least, 
uneertain, if his language was not susceptible of the construction that 
the net income would be estimated as of the period when those dependent 
on him would have realized the benefits of his labor had he not come 
to an untimely end.” This is the correct rule applicable to this and 
similar statutes, and, as Justice Avery correctly said (in Pickett’s case, 
supra), the element of restriction to the present value is an essential 
part, even considered without regard to any request for a special instrue- 
tion upon the question as to the computation of the damages. 

As to the verdict and judgment awarding separate damages to each 
beneficiary, the mere fact that the aggregate of them amounts to $30,000 
does not cure the error, as pointed out in Central Railroad of Vermont 
v. White, supra, or begin to do so. That is not the point of the objec- 
tion, and has no relation to it. The separate award of damages to each 
of the beneficiaries is still there and the distribution will be made accord- 
ingly, and contrary to the positive rule of the White case, supra. 35 
Supreme Court Reporter, at p. 869. 

There should be a new trial on the issue as to damages, for the reasons 
set forth by us, which are in agreement with those stated in the decisions 
of the highest Federal Court on the same subject, as well as by the over- 
whelming weight of authority in the state jurisdictions and the lower 
Federal courts, which are entitled at least to some consideration, as it 
seems to us. 

The ease of Jones v. RR. R.. 176 N. C., 260, has no bearmg whatever 
upon the question in controversy here. It deals with entirely different 
questions—those not relating to the question of damages, and the proper 
instruction, under the Federal Emplovers’ Liability Act in regard 
thereto, 
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But the janguage in the case of fn re Stone, 173 N. C., 208, is much 
to the point, and also covers more than one question raised in this record, 
and the law is there stated very clearly. 

The United States puprene Court did not hold in Keliey’s case, supia, 
that in the absence of a prayer for specia! instruction a charge such as 
the one given im this case would be sufficient, nor did it say anything 
like that even in substance. We have quoted above what it did say. 

he Kellew and the Garney cases, supra, are decisive of this cne, as to 
the proper ae of damages in actions ¢ arising under the Federal Employ- 
ors’ Liabilitw Act, and fully sustain our view of that question, 

The element as to the present value of the future benefits | Vikely to 
accrue to the beneficiaries is no more an essential part of the rule under 
state statutes giving an action for death caused by the wrongful act of 
anotner than it is under the Federal statut=, the qaestion as to future 
benefits being the same, or substantially ihe same, in all of the said 
statutes. The Federal! Supreme Court has not suid, as we understand 
its rulings, that the present value rule is not the correcy one, but it may 
aave said that in some particular or individual case the court below, by 
its instruction, had virtually submitted that rule vo on, the qnestion of 
daniages, although it has not done so in precise cr detinite language, 
which a special prayer for instruction must have evoked from the pre- 
siding judge. If it is a part of the rule, the jndge should so charge it, 
whether asked to do so or not, and this being so, there is no reason why 
the State and the Federal rule should not be the same as to this anestion, 
the statutes being substantially alike and identical in meaning, so far 
as this particular question 1s concerned. 

There must be another trial, but only on the issue as to damages, and 
it is so ordered, 

Partial new trial. 
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WACHOVIA BANK AND TRU Se COMP ANY, as Executor or GWYN 
EUWARDS, Decztasep, ¥. WILLE! LER MILTER. 


‘Tiled 18 December, 3922.) 


1. Appeal and Error—-Appeal—-Amendments---Bixecution--Supersedeas—— 
Eond-—-Judgment—-Paynient. 

A judgment debtor may stay execution pending appeal by giving the 
bond required by our statute. or he may nay the debt and preserve his 
right ic tareoseeate his appeal according to rhe course and practice of the 
court. with order for restitution should he succeed therein, umess such 
payment was made by way of compromise and agreement to settle the 
eontroversy, cr, wider peculiar circumstances, which ameounted to a con- 
fession of the correctness of the judgment. c. &., loé4, and a witsdrawal 

ot the appeal. 
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2. Same—Evidence—-Trials—Questions for Jury—Reference. 

Where the appeal of the judgment debtor from a jucgment of a justice 
of the peace is properly in the Superior Court, and it is made to appear 
in the latter court that the judgment had been paid since its rendition 
by the justice, and there is evidence in the defendant’s behalf that he had 
paid it under duress on compulsion, and without any intention on his part 
to abandon the right of appeal that, instead, he had preserved, it was 
error for the Superior Court judge to regard this evidence as irrelevant 
and dismiss the appeal, said evidence, if denied, raising an issue of fact 
to be determined by the jury, or a finding by the court or referee, as the 
parties may agree, or the court may decide in proper instances. C. S., 
1534. 

8. Appeal and Error — Appeal — Motions——Judgment-—Abandonment— 
Evidence—Burden of Proof. 

Where, in the Superior Court, the plaintiff moves to dismiss the appeal 
of his debtor from a judgment rendered against him in the court of a 
justice of the peace on the ground that the appeal had been abandoned by 
the payment of the judgment, the burden is on him to show such acts or 
conduct as would amount to the abandonment he has all2ged in his motion. 
C. §., 15384, the giving of a stay bond, or even the payment of the judg- 
ment, not, of itself, being sufficient to show an abandonment. 

4, Pleadings—Appeal and Error-—Appeal—Motions—Permission to File 
Answer. 

Held, under the facts of this case the answer or affidavit of the defend- 
ant was in the nature of an answer to the plaintifi’s motion, in the 
Superior Court, to dismiss the defendant’s appeal from a judgment of a 
justice of the peace; and where the judge has erroneously dismissed the 
ease on plaintiff's motion, on the ground that defendant’s payment 
effected an abandonment by him of his right, plaintit’s contention, on 
appeal, that the court had not given its permission for the defendant to 
file the answer is without merit. 


AppEeaL by defendant from Lane, J., at August Term, 1922, of 
BuNCOMBE. 

This action was begun before a justice of the peace by the plaintiff’s 
testator, Gwyn Edwards, and was originally entitled Gwyn Edwards 
v. Willie Lee Miller. Edwards died, and the bank above named, as his 
executor, became a party plaintiff. Edwards secured judgment on 21 
June, 1920, against Miller for $85, with interest on that sum from 
21 June, 1918, with costs. Miller duly appealed to the Superior Court, 
in which court his appeal was docketed 29 June, 1920. On 25 June, 
1920, Edwards paid the judgment, under the circumstances stated in 
the uncontradicted affidavit filed by Miller. 

On 23 May, 1921, the defendant filed what purports <o be an answer, 
which is as follows: | 

“The defendant W. L. Miller answering, says: 

“1, That the defendant, at the time the suit was brought against him 
by the plaintiff (meaning the action before the justice of the peace), did 
not owe the plaintiff, in respect of the subject-matter of said suit, more 
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than $12.50, which amount he offered to pay the plaintiff prior to the 
beginning of said suit, but the defendant refused to accept the same. 

“2, That at the time of bringing the suit and the rendering of judg- 
ment therein, the plaintiff had a claim against the defendant based on 
certain notes, dated 20 September, 1916, secured by deed of trust of 
same date registered in Buncombe County, which was a lien on defend- 
ant’s real estate, and which contained a power of sale, which the plaintiff 
Edwards was then about to enforce for the nonpayment of the debt 
secured by the said deed of trust. That the plaintiff Edwards used the 
said notes and deed of trust, and the power which they gave him over 
the defendant, unlawfully to extort from the defendant Miller the pay- 
ment of the said sum of $100, $85 of which was in payment of the judg- 
ment aforesaid, rendered herein on 21 June, 1920, by Dermid, justice of 
the peace, and $15 to said plaintiff’s attorney, which said $100 the 
defendant was wrongfully and by duress forced by the plaintiff to pay 
in order to procure from the plaintiff the notes and deed of trust, so 
that he might have the same canceled of record, and the $100, so wrong- 
fully extorted from him as aforesaid, was by the defendant Miller paid 
to the plaintiff Edwards on 25 June, 1920. The judgment against the 
defendant in favor of the plaintiff was rendered by the justice on 21 
June, 1920, and defendant appealed therefrom. 

“Wherefore, this defendant prays that he have judgment against said 
Edwards for the restoration of the said $100, with interest thereon from 
24 June, 1920; also for such damages as the jury may consider him 
entitled to, and for such other relief as he may be entitled to in that 
behalf.” 

(Duly certified.) | 

The answer was offered as an affidavit, upon plaintiff’s motion to 
dismiss the appeal, but the presiding judge refused to hear or to con- 
sider it, or, at the request of the defendant’s counsel, to find any facts 
stated therein, and then refused all relief to the defendant, giving as the 
sole reason for his refusal that the matters stated in the answer and 
affidavit were irrelevant, and for the same reason he dismissed the de- 
fendant’s appeal from the justice of the peace. The court did not find 
that any of the statements of the uncontradicted affidavit or answer 
were untrue, but simply that they were immaterial. Defendant also 
requested the court to find such of the facts stated in the affidavit as he 
deemed to be relevant or material, and this the judge refused to do. 

The court holding, in effect and as matter of law, that the judgment 
had been paid, and no appeal could be taken from it, thereupon dis- 
missed the case. 

The defendant duly and regularly excepted to the several rulings: of 
the court, and appealed to this Court. 
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Bourne, Parker & Jones for plainteff. 
F.W. Thomas for defendant. 


Warnen, J., after stating the material facts: The plaintiff’s conten- 
tion that there was u0 permission given by the court to ale the answer 
is without merit. Tne court placed its decision upon no such ground, 
and, besides, it is too late now to come forward with such an objection. 
If permission was not in fact granted, it was eminently proper that it 
should bave been. We base our dee os upon the merits, discarding 
technical matters. 

The case les within a narrow compass. There was a judgment in 
the justice’s court against the defendant, from which he duly and regu- 
larly appealed, and caused the appeal to be docketed -n the Superice 
Court, in due form and within proper ume. The defendant alleges 
that he was compelled to pay the judgment pending the appeal, because 
by reason of the aets of the plaintiff he was unable to give a bond te 
stay the oxeention, and that his property would have been taken and sold 
under process if he had no: done so. That he thererore paid the judg- 
ment, uct in final satisfaction of it, and without intending to further 
prosecute his appeal, or to defend the action, but simply becaase ne was 


+ 


forced to do so. He also allewes that plaintif had a decd ef trast upon 
his property (which was subject, under the statute, to the len of the 
judgment, which had been docketed), and ireabenel io Toreclese it 
under the power of sale contained im it, if the judgment was not pati. 
That plaintiff “used the notes and deed of trust, and the pewer which 
they gave him over the defen dant unlawfuily to extert Trem defendant 
and S15 io plaintiffs attorney,” and he further alleged, in substance, 
the $100, of which #85 was to be in payment of the judgmeut aforesaid, 
that he was reduced to sueh straits by plaintiff’s unlawful conduet that 
he was, by duress, foreed to decide between losing his property or paving 
the unjust judement, which he was then contesting, and which it was his 
lawful perpose to resist te the last, and that the payment of the judg- 
menf was not voluntary, and was ecrtaily not intended as an agree] and 
final satisfaction of the judgment. Tiefendan?, on the contrary, alieyes 
that the payment of the judgment was not only involuntary, bet was 
induced by the threat and coercion of the plaintiff, if not oy legai duress, 
and. at all ev ents, 1t was net intended as a withdrawal of all further 
resistanee or spposition to the judgment, and as a surrender of his rights 
under the appeal. or any of them, and that it should not be canstraed fo 
be any impairment of said rights. ‘There ave other serious all bee along 
in the defendant’s anmyver. w hich he also used as an es but they 
need not he more sp: cially stated or considered. Tt mus. he noted that 
the conrt refused to consider the answer, used as an aific ee as irrele- 
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vant, and therefore we must assume its allegations and averments to be 
true, and, if thus considered, the court should not have dismissed the 
appeal, but instead should at least have inauired as to the nature of the 
payment of the money in the judgment, whether intended as a free and 
full satisfaction of it cv merely for the purpose of preventing the issue 
of an execution upon it and a sale of property of the plaintiff, so that 
he might continue to prosecute his appeal and to further contest the 
matter with the defendant. 

We were cited to Cowell v. Gregory, 180 N. C., 80, in support of the 
ruling of the court in this case, but we find that case, upon a proper 
consideration of its facts. to be directly against the plaintiff. These 
were the facts in that ease: “The justice of the peace heard the cause 
and rendered judgment upon all the issues for plaintiff in the sum of 
$32.63; that at the time, and within an hour after judgment rendered 
and announced, and in presence of the justice, one Cartwright said to 
defendant, ‘Why don’t you appeal,’ and defendant announced to the 
justice that he did not wish to appeal, ‘that he wished to pay the debt 
and get rid of it, and asked for the bill of costs; no execution was issued, 
and no request or demand made on the plaintiff to pay the judgment; 
that then and there the defendant paid the judgment and costs into the 
hands of the constable for the plaintiff, and the justice satisfied and 
discharged the judgment at the request of the defendant.” It will 
readily be seen that the facts there were radically different from those 
in this record. The debt was paid py the defendant (in that case) “to 
get rid of it,” and he also paid the costs. 

In 2 Cyc. Law & Pro., 647, it is said: “Voluntary payment or per- 
formance of a judgment is generally held to be no bar to appeal, or writ 
of error for its reversal, unless such payment was made by way of 
compromise and agreement to settle the controversy, or unless the pay- 
ment or performance of the judgment was under peculiar circumstances 
which amounted to a confession cf its correctness.” And it is stated in 
2 Enc. of Pl. & Prac., 181, that “Payment of a collectible judgment 
rendered by a court of competent jurisdiction is involuntary, and does 
not bar the appeal of the unsuccessful party below.” And this is true, 
nothing else appearing. Justice Mercimen said in Lytle v. Lytle, 94 
N. C., at p. 525: “Tt is well settled that where a party is put out of 
possession of land, in pursuance of a judgment or order improvidently 
granted, or is required tc pay money, and the judgment is afterwards 
declared void or is set aside, the Court will promptly, as far as practi- 
cable, restore the party complaining to the possession of the land, and 
give him remedy for the money so paid. ‘lhe law forbids injustice, and 
it will not allow its process to work injury to a party against whom it 
goes by improvidence, mistake, or abuse. [t will always restore such 
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party promptly, and place him as nearly as may be in the same plight 
and condition as he was before the process issued. This is due alike to 
the integrity of the law and to the party asking relief.” citing cases. 
This implies that the defendant may either file a stay bond and prevent 
the issuing of an execution, or pay the debt, and if successful in his 
appeal, may have an order for the restoration of money, if paid, or of 
property, if taken or turned over to the plaintiff. C.S., 1534, provides: 
“Tf the judgment appealed from, or any part thereof, be paid or col- 
lected, and the judgment be afterwards reversed, the appellate court 
shall order the amount paid or collected to be restored, with interest 
from the time of such payment or collection. The order may be 
obtained on proof of the facts made at or after the hearing of the appeal, 
on a previous notice of six days. If the order be obtained before the 
judgment of reversal is entered, the amount may be included in the 
judgment.” 

It thus appears that if the appellant desires a stay of execution he 
must give a bond, or if he does not, he must pay the debt, in which latter 
case, if he prevails, it will be restored to him by order of the court. 

Accepting the statement of the defendant’s answer, or affidavit, to be 
true, it would appear that defendant did not intend, by paying the debt, 
to “throw up his hands” and abandon the appeal, but merely to ward 
off an execution and sale of his property until the case could be heard 
and finally disposed of by the court, or there is evidence of this being 
the fact. 

The question raised by the defendant’s answer or aflidavit may be 
submitted to a jury, if the plaintiff takes issue with the cefendant upon 
it, or the question thus raised may be otherwise determined by a finding 
of the court or a referee as the parties may agree or the court may 
decide. 

As the plaintiff alleges that the defendant had abandoned his appeal 
by the payment of the amount of the judgment, the burden necessarily 
is on him to show it. The mere payment of the money is not of itself 
sufficient under the facts and circumstances of this case, so far, at least, 
as developed, to show the abandonment. 

The defendant’s answer or affidavit was in no sense a counterclaim, as 
contended, but was more in the nature of an answer to the motion of the 
plaintiff to dismiss the appeal. 

There was error in the ruling of the court, which is reversed, and the 
case will further proceed in the Superior Court in accorc.ance with law 
and the course and practice of the court. 

Error. 
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J. ©. RAINES, WILL RAINES, THEO. W. RAINES, H. C. GARRETT, Anp 
E. R. GARRETT vy. MARY D. OSBORNE, Executrix or MRS. FANNY J. 
RICKS, DECEASED. 

(Filed 18 December, 1922.) 


1. Wills-—Interpretation. 

In interpreting a will to ascertain a testatrix’s intention, the court 
should place itself as near as may be in her position, and when the lan- 
guage she has therein used is ambiguous or doubtful, it should take into 
consideration the situation of the testatrix at the time and the relevant 
facts and circumstances surrounding her at the time the will was executed, 
the first rule of construction being to give effect to the testatrix’s intention 
as found in the terms of the will and within the limits which the law 
prescribes; and the predominant and controlling purpose of the testatrix 
must prevail when ascertained from the general provisions of the instru- 
ment over particular and apparently inconsistent expressions to which, 
unexplained, a technical force may be given. 


2. Same—Devises—Domestic Servants—Enmployees. 

A bequest in a will “to any servant or any other household employee” 
of the testator should be construed as if expressed “to any household 
servant or any other household employee,” and does not include within 
its meaning those who worked upon the testator’s farm, occasionally doing 
carpenter’s work in the home, laying cement in the house, or laying rock 
on the premises, making flower boxes, etc., though occasionally, or at rare 
instances, they may have performed some slight service that may come 
within the letter of the definition though not within its spirit, and the 
clear intention of the testatrix. 

8. Wils—Interpretation—Intent—Evidence—Parol Evidence. 


Parol evidence of a testator’s declarations of his intent in making a 
will, made before or at the time he executed it, is incompetent, the rule 
being that the intent as gathered from the written instrument, under the 
established rules of interpretation, will prevail. 


Sracy, J., dissenting; Cuarxk, C. J., concurring in the dissenting opinion. 


AppEAL by plaintiffs from Bryson, J., at September Term, 1922, of 
Pox. 


Quinn, Hamrick & Harris for plaintiffs. 
R. M. Robinson for defendant. 


Waker, J. This is the appeal of the plaintiffs, J. C. Raines, Will 
Raines, Theodore Raines, R. C. Garrett, and E. R. Garrett, or of the 
plaintiffs other than H. Ewart Constant, from the judgment against 
them in the court below. 

In the defendant’s appeal we settled the meaning of the two items, 
Nos. 11 and 12, in the will of Mrs. Ricks, with reference to what was 
meant by the words “To any servant, or any other household employee,” 
construing those words as if they read “To any household servant or any 
other household employee,” and thus considered, it 1s our opinion that 
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none of the present appellants has brought himself within the meaning 
of those items. Mrs. Ricks, at the time of her death and for many years 
before that event, owned a very large tract of land, known as “Ricks- 
haven,” upon which she resided. There were about one hundred acres 
of this land in cultivation, where she raised wheat, corn, rye, potatoes, 
cabbages, and peas. She had a granary and barns, and an orchard 
from which she gathered and canned a large quantity of fruits. 

The appellants lived on and cultivated for themselves separate small 
farms of the larger tract of land. and there /s testimony tending to show 
that at least one if not more of them occasionally did work of various 
kinds in and about the house. As an illustration, we extract a clavse 
from the testimony of Joe C. Raines, one of the appellants, as to the 
sort of work done by him: “J did just anvthing she wanted done, on 
the road and farm and buildings, and laid rock and brick and built 
flower boxes and worked on the vards building up places to sow grass, 
and J did carpenter work in the house and laid cement floors. There 
were about 100 acres of land in cultivation, and she raised wheat, corn, 
rye, potatoes, cabbage, peas, and she had quite an orchard and canned 
a good deal of fruit, for I helped with the sealing of the cans. I drove 
her car for her. H. E. Constant worked about the house mostly. My 
work was here and yonder, no certain place, but the last part of Mrs. 
Ricks’ life most of my work was up about the house.” But it was not 
household work either in the legal or popular sense of those words. 
He did no such work in or about the house as that performed by H. E. 
Constant, or as that ee tatty or intended by the tes:atrix w hen she 
wrote the items Nos. 11 and 12. They were not in ary proper sense 
household servants or household employees. They were farm laborers, 
or persons engaged in outside work, although they may occasionally 
have done work near or even in the house, and even those seem to have 
been rare instances. Carpenter's work, done in the house, or that of 
laying cement or laying rock, making flower boxes, and road or farm 
work, would never be supposed to mean housework, or the persons doing 
those things upon special request of Mrs. Rieks could never be properly 
or correctly considered as either household servants or household em- 
ployees. 

In determining the testater’s intention, the court should place itself 
as near as possible in hts position, and hence where the language of 
the will is ambiguous or doubtful, should take into consideration the 
situation of the testater end the faets and circumstances surrounding 
him at the time the will wae exeented. 40 Cve., p. 1892. This rnle has 
been adopted in Nerth Carclina. Bunting v. Harris, 62 N. ©. 11; 
Freeman v. ee 141 N.C, 97. here arc many other cages that 
could be cited as adherine to this rule, The first great rule in the 
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construction of wills is that the intention of the testator must prevail, 
provided it can be effectuated within the limits which the law prescribes. 
Leeper v. Neagle, 94 N. C., 338. In the construction of a will, the 
predominant and controlling purpose of the testator must prevail when 
ascertained from the general provisions of the will over particular and 
apparently inconsistent expressions to which, unexplained, a technical 
force is given. francks v. Whitaker, 116 N. C., 518. 

Even if we could apply to this case the principle advanced and much 
relied upon by the appellants, as to the general’ or primary intention 
taking precedence of the particular or secondary one, for which they cite 
40 Cye., pp. 1893 and 1399, we would be unable to hold that the appel- 
lants were either “household servasits or household employees.” 

The appellants do not answer the deseription of “household servants 
or household employees,” who are those employed in the mansion house, 
and which words were certainly not intended to embrace those who 
worked out of doors upon the home place, and were not even regularly 
employed to do work within the curtilage. 

The clause of the will under which the plaintiff claimed a legacy in 
Frazier v. Weid, 177 Mass., 518; 59 N. E., 118, was as follows: “I 
give and bequeath to each one of the servants who, at the time of my 
death, shall have been in my employ at my homestead, or at the stable 
connected therewith, a period of four consecutive years, the sum of one 
thousand dollars.” In construing this clause, the Court said: “In the 
present instance we think that this testator used the expression ‘at my 
homestead’ in the sense of ‘at my dwelling-house.’ We think, therefore, 
that the bequest was intended for only such servants as were employed 
in the mansion house or the stable, and not for those who worked out 
of doors upon the home place. It was to domestic servants and to 
stable hands. We think the bequest is to only such servants as were 
hired to work in the house or the stable. Whether the plaintiff is a 
legatee depends upon the general nature of his employment, and he 
was an out of doors laborer rather than a servant employed at the house 
or stable. The small proportion of his work done in the house or stable 
was merely incidental to his main employment, and did not bring him 
within the class of servants employed at either of these places for the 
necessary four consecutive years, within the meaning of the first sen- 
tence of the clause giving the bequest.” 

Murphy v. Lawrence, 218 Mass., 39; 105 N. E., 380, was a case where 
the article of the will upon which plaintiff relied for recovery was as 
follows: “I also give $5,000 to each of my domestic servants, other 
than those mentioned in the two preceding articles, who shall be in 
my service at my decease, and who shall have been in such service for 
the five years immediately preceding my death.” Upon this clause the 
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Court says: “The question is, Was the plaintiff a ‘comestic servant’ 
within the meaning of that term as thus used by the testator? The 
servants employed at this establishment consisted, at least, of Sherman, 
the coachman, a saddle horseman, and the plaintiff, who, as the trial 
judge has found, was ‘engaged in the employment of the testator as a 
stableman or groom, whose duties were principally in connection with 
the care of the horse and at the stable,’ and the two female servants in 
the house, who were sisters, one serving as cook and the other second 
girl or waitress. These two sisters were the only servants then or there- 
after living in the house up to the time of the testatcr’s death. It is 
manifest that in framing this clause the testator was thinking only of 
the same general class as the Kelly sisters, that is, persons whose chief 
or only duty was in the house, and that only such a person was regarded 
by him as a domestic servant within the meaning of the clause. The 
duties of the plaintiff, as found by the trial judge, were not of that kind, 
and upon such findings it follows as a matter of law that the plaintiff’s 
ease falls.” 

We could hardly cite two cases of such high authority and entitled to 
so much respect where the facts are so nearly identical with those we 
are now considering, and we fully concur in the construction which the 
court placed upon those wills, and the principle there applied is con- 
trolling in this appeal. 

Our decision on the question of evidence is also against the appellants, 
and is the same as that in Constant’s appeal. “The general rule is that 
parol testimony 1s not competent to prove a testator’s declarations prior 
to or after the execution of his will to aid in its cons:ruction, nor are 
such declarations admissible even if made at the time of the execution. 
Since the testator’s intention is to be ascertained from his written will, 
his parol declarations of his understanding of the meaning of his will 
are not admissible for the purpose of interpreting his testament. It is 
obvious that if verbal declarations were admitted, wills might be over- 
thrown which expressed the intention of one who could not dispute 
evidence of his declarations, nor give explanations of them, and thus 
grave evils would result.” 28 Ruling Case Law, p. 280. “It seems to 
be generally held that the declarations of a testator are not competent 
upon the question of the interpretation of the contents of his will.” 
In re Shelton, 143 N. C., 218; 10 Anno. Cases, 531. In that case the 
Court also says: ‘This exception to the general rule prohibiting hear- 
say, however, does not make competent the testimony cf the witness by 
whom contestant offered to prove statements made by the testator in 
November, 1904, as to how he was going to leave his property. It is 
generally agreed that the declarations of the testator may not be received 
to explain, change, or add to a written will, nor can it be revoked by 
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parol. 1 Redfield on Wills. We see no view in which said evidence 
was competent on this trial.” See, also, note to Ann. Cas., 1915 B, 
page 16. 

There was no error, therefore, in the opinion and decision of Judge 
Bryson directing a judgment of nonsuit against the appellants. 

No error. 


Sracy, J., dissenting: The law is correctly stated in the opinion of 
the Court, but I am unable to agree with its application to the facts in 
the instant case. In my judgment the plaintiffs are entitled to take 
under items 11 and 12 of the will of Mrs. Ricks, or, at least, to have the 
question determined by a jury. 


Crarxk, C. J., concurs in dissenting opinion. 





J. C. RAINES, WILL RAINES, THEO. W. RAINES, H. EH. CONSTANT 
ET AL. v. MRS. MARY D. OSBORNE, EXEcuTRIxX OF THE WILL or MRS. 
FANNY J. RICKS, DECEASED. 


(Filed 18 December, 1922.) 


1. Appeal and Error—Record—Instructions—Presumptions. 


Where the record on appeal does not set out the charge of the trial 
judge to the jury, and no exception thereto appears therein to have been 
made, it will be presumed that it was in all respects correct, and that the 
jury were properly instructed as to the law. 


2. Wills—Interpretation—Servants—Employees—‘‘Household.”’ 


A bequest “to any servant or other household employee who may be in 
my (the testatrix’s) employment at the time of my death,” is construed to 
imply the words “household” between the word “any” and the word 
“seryant’; and one employed around the house, sleeping in a servant’s 
room on the premises, eating in the servants’ quarters, and hired to cut 
and bring in wood, for use in the testatrix’s dwelling, and to take care of 
the testatrix’s greenhouse, to cut the grass on her lawn, to dust her rugs, 
etc., is within the intent and meaning of the words “domestic servant.” 
This interpretation is illustrated by a specific devise in another item of 
the will to one employed as a companion by the testatrix, living as a 
member of her household, and whose duty was not that of a servant, the 
testatrix not intending to call her a servant, and therefore using the 
words “household employee” to spare her feelings, although she performed 
in some respects a servant’s work. 


3. Appeal and Error—Objections and Exceptions—-Questions and Answers 
—Evidence—Objectionable in Part. 


An objection and exception to a proper question asked a witness does 
not necessarily include the answer of the witness, and where the answer 
is competent in part, exception should be taken specifically to the erroneous 
part in order that it may be considered on appeal, and not merely to the 
question, which is competent and in proper form, but only to the incompe- 
tent part of the answer. 
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APPEAL by defendant from Lane, J., at Fall Term, 1022, of Potx. 

This is an action for the recovery of certain legacies alleged by the 
plaintiffs to be theirs under and by virtue of the will of Mrs. Fanny 
Jones Ricks, 

After the disposition of a large sum in pecuniary legacies to friends 
and relatives, the material portions of the will required to be considered 
in this case are as follows: 

“Item 7. To Lizzie Burkhardt, $1,000.” 

“Ttem 11. To any servant, or any other household employee who 
may have been in my employment for five consecutive years before my 
death, and not otherwise particularly mentioned by name in this will, 
or any codicil thereto, the sum of $250 each, and if any such employee 
shall have been in my service for more than five years, then $50 shall be 
added for each additional year over five years. 

“Item 12. To any servant or other household employee who may be 
in my employment at the time of my death I give and bequeath a sum 
equal to six months’ salary, and this clause shall be effective whether 
such person benefits under any other clause of my will, or any codicil 
thereto, or not.” 

The following testimony was introduced, so far as it relates to the 
question raised in the defendant’s appeal: 

Mrs. Lum Newman testified: “My maiden name was Maud Con- 
stant. I am a sister of H. E. Constant. J knew Mrs. Fanny Ricks 
for about a year and a half before she died; she lived at Rickshaven or. 
Tryon Mountain in said county; I worked for her about nine months; 
was in her household longer than that, but did not work for her all the 
time. I was working for her when she died, 2 November, 1918; I was a 
house maid and worked in the house. My brother, H. E. Constant, was 
working at Mrs. Ricks’ part of the time I was there; he was there at 
the time of her death; he started to work for her about the middle of 
the summer and he slept in a little house out in the yard. She slept 
in the large house and this little house had a garage in it and the 
chauffeur slept there before H. E. Constant came; it was a seryant’s 
house. While in Mrs. Ricks’ employ my brother slopped the swine and 
fed and watered the cows and helped me milk, and milked sometimes 
by himself, and when he was not there I milked myself; he cut up wood 
and helped dust the rugs in Mrs. Ricks’ large house, and she had chores 
for him in the yard. Mrs. Ricks lived in the little house once when I 
stayed there and rented the large house as a boarding house, and when 
the guests left she moved back to the big house; one of the rugs was very 
large and a lady person could not handle it; my brother helped move 
the furniture when Mrs. Ricks went back to the large house; he helped 
gather the fruit and put it where we could get it, and put some in the 
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basement; she had right much fruit stored in the basement that we sold 
after she died. He raked the lawn, mowed the grass, and helped take 
care of the pea hay and soybeans, and such as that, and worked around 
the barn and raked it, and kept the barn nice all the time; just did 
chores around the house and wherever she told him to. He ate on the 
porch in between her large house and the small one, and he worked in 
the hothouse a great deal, where the flowers were kept. The porch I 
spoke of was the servants’ dining-room. I ate with Mrs. Ricks’ white 
cook part of the time, and part of the time I ate out there on the porch.” 

Govan Constant testified: ‘I am the father of Ewart Constant. He 
worked for Mrs. Ricks at three different times; the last time was in 
July, 1918. I was up at the place several times while he was working 
there and I saw him taking the slop from the kitchen and cutting wood 
and working in the flower beds next to the kitchen, and putting fruit in 
the basement, and watering the pretties, the flowers; they had a wind- 
mill to get water to them. I was there one night and my son slept in 
Mrs. Ricks’ house and used her bedelothes, for I slept with him. It 
was the little house she first lived in before the big house was finished; 
the big house was thirty or forty feet away. I saw him hunting the 
cattle.” 

“Q. Did you have a conversation with Mrs. Ricks in regard to your 
son?” Objection; overruled; exception. 

“A. Yes, I asked her how she liked Ewart and she said he done very 
well, that he was highstrung, but was learning fast, and that she would 
give him more as he learned, and that if he suited her and stayed to her 
death there would be something there for him.” 

“The conversation I spoke of with Mrs. Ricks was in the fall before 
she died; she sent for me to come, and I went to see her. Mrs. Ricks 
had some women at work at the house; Emma Forrest was cook and 
Maud Constant was the maid, and Miss Lizzie Burkhardt lived with 
her; she also had on her farm cattle, sheep and goats; my son tended to 
those near the house; [ don’t know who did it at the barn. H. E. 
Constant did not have any house or garden up there, nothing but him- 
self; I never saw him working in the field, but he kept the barn clean 
and worked in the garden and there around the house, and turned the 
cattle out and went for them at night.” 

Claud Constant testified: “I am a brother of Ewart Constant. [ 
knew when he hired to Mrs. Ricks and when he quit. I was right there 
at her house when he hired to her in July. She told me she would give 
him $24 a month and board and laundry, and that she figured the board 
and laundry as close as she could, and that it would be $20, making $44 
per month. I was there a couple of times after this before she died, 
and saw my brother gathering the fruit and putting it in the basement, 


606 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 


— ees ee 


RAINES ¥. OSIORNE. 


_—— 


pulling weeds out of the flowers and feeding swine and cows, and milking 
the cows, and making a walkway around the door; he slept in the house 
about forty feet from the big house.” 

There also was testimony that Miss Lizzie Burkhardt lived with 
Mrs. Ricks as her house companion, and assisted in the house work or 
domestic duties. Mrs. Ricks had been heard to call Miss Burkhardt her 
house companion. 

In this appeal the record shows that the jury returned the following 
verdict upon the issues submitted by the court: 

“1. Is the plaintiff, H. E. Constant, entitled to participate under 
section 12 of the will of Mrs. F. J. Ricks? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“2. What monthly salary was H. E. Constant receiving under his 
contract with Mrs. Ricks? Answer: ‘$44 per month.’” 

Judgment was entered upon the verdict, and defendant appealed. 


Shipman & Arledge for plaintiffs, appellees. 
R. M. Robinson for defendant, appellant. 


Waker, J., after stating the case: The charge of the judge is not 
in the record, and, therefore, we may conclude that it was satisfactory 
to the defendant, as there was no exception to it, so far as appears. We 
also may assume that it was in all respects correct, and that the jury 
was properly and fully instructed as to the law. Tis being so, the 
only question before us seems to be whether there was any evidence for 
the jury that the plaintiff in this appeal was such a servant or employee 
as entitled him to a legacy under the will. 

We are necessarily called upon to construe the will o7 Mrs. Ricks, and 
especially item 12, under which plaintiff claims the legacy awarded to 
him by the verdict of the jury and the judgment of the court. That 
item reads as follows: “To any servant or other household employee 
who may be in my employment at the time of my death, I give and 
bequeath a sum equal to six months salary, and this clause shall be 
effective whether such person benefits under any other clause of my will, 
or any codicil thereto, or not.” What did the testatrix mean by the use 
of the words “To any servant or other household employee”? And to 
arrive at this meaning we must clearly understand the relation of the 
testatrix to those who were members of her household. It is not dis- 
puted, but agreed, that Miss Lizzie Burkhardt, to whom a legacy was 
given by item 7 of the will, and who is frequently mentioned in the 
record and briefs of counsel, was not in the strict sense of the word a 
mere servant, whether that word be used in its legal or technical or in 
its popular sense, or as used in common parlance, but she was Mrs. 
Ricks’ friend and companion, and while she may have regularly per- 
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formed some of the duties and chores of a servant, or even those of a 
menial kind, she yet was regarded and treated by Mrs. Ricks as socially 
her equal, and in this way and for this reason, she sought, and for a long 
time enjoyed, her companionship. Notwithstanding the fact that Miss 
Burkhardt also was employed to perform, and she did perform, various 
and sundry duties in and about the house, as an ordinary domestic 
servant would do, knowing the domestic life of these women as we do, 
and how they stood toward each other, and were regarded by each other, 
we can well understand why Mrs. Ricks resorted to the use of the words 
“or other household employee,’ and in connection with the preceding 
words “To any servant,” as her object is manifest. She wished to favor 
her friend and daily companion by giving her a part of her large estate, 
but she wished also to avoid placing her in the attitude towards herself 
as an ordinary domestic servant. Her intention was, to be sure, that 
Miss Burkhardt should be rewarded for her faithful service and com- 
panionship, but, at the same time, to spare her feelings by excluding 
any, even the slightest suggestion, that she was to be regarded as a 
servant rather than as her friend and social equal, though performing 
some of the duties of a servant in the household. Therefore, it was that 
the word “employee” was used in contradistinction to the word “serv- 
ant.” Miss Burkhardt was brought into her home, not as a servant, but 
as a companion and associate, and not as a menial, though she may have 
made herself useful in other respects by attending to many of the duties 
of the household which servants generally perform. 

The expression “To any servant or other household employee,” with 
the above explanation, means the same thing as if it had read, “To any 
household servant or other household employee, etc., I give and be- 
queath,” the word “household” being clearly implied in the first part 
of the sentence as it is clearly expressed in the last. The very construc- 
tion of the sentence shows this without any doubt, and that it was 
intended is plainly established even by the item itself, even considered 
apart from the other portions of the will but in the light of the evidence 
and admitted facts. 

But it is sufficient to say that the use of the word “other” was mani- 
festly intended to describe one who was employed in the household, but 
not the same as or identical with, but different from a servant, who had 
been specified; not in the same class, though at times and on occasions 
doing household work of a like or even the same kind. The term 
“employee” was a milder type of expression, which more nearly and 
distinctly characterized the position held by Miss Burkhardt. But the 
words “other household” unfold the whole meaning of the item, for they 
unmistakably apply as well to the preceding word “servant” as they do 
to the word “employee,” so that the gift, according to the natural and 
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obvious interpretation of the language, is and must be to “any household 
servant or other household employee,” and as if it had been so expressly 
framed by the testatrix. 

In 28 R. C. L., sec, 186, the proper rule of construction to be applied 
to a phrase of this sort is stated as follows: ‘A rule frequently applied 
in construing wills is that, where certain things are enumerated, and 
such enumeration is followed or coupled with a more general description, 
such general description is commonly understcod to cover only things 
ejusdem generis with the particular things mentioned. In such cases 
it is presumed that the testator had only things of that class in mind. 
The reason for the rule is that the adoption of the more comprehensive 
meaning would have the effect of rendering the superadded expression 
nugatory and make the testator employ additional language without 
any additional meaning.” If the words “other houschold employee” 
are not to be given the effect of imparting to the previous word “servant” 
the meaning of “household or domestic servant,’ we have a case in 
which the testator used such additional words without elearly indicating 
any additional meaning. 

But while that is the rule, as contended by the defendant, and we 
have construed the will in accordance therewith, and not in the least 
departed from it, the plaintiff H. E. Constant’s duties in and about the 
house were such as pertain largely to household work. ‘The cutting and 
bringing in of wood, taking care of the greenhouse, watering the flowers, 
mowing the grass on the lawn and raking it, storing the fruit in the 
basement of the mansion, dusting rugs, milking cows on the lot, moving 
the carpet, and such other services as he performed were as much house- 
hold duties, and were in some respects as necessary to the proper conduct 
and maintenance of the house and the convenience and comfort of its 
occupants or inmates as the services of the cook, maid, or other domestic 
servants or household employees. Besides this, plaint.ff slept in the 
servants’ house in the yard, ate in the servants’ dining-rcom, and was in 
all respects as fully treated and recognized as a houseiold servant ag 
was the maid or the cook. We therefore think that the evidence was 
such as to warrant the court in submitting to the jury the question as 
to whether the plaintiff was embraced within the class of servants men- 
tioned in item 12 of the will above quoted. We do not, therefore, hesi- 
tate to decide that the plaintiff has offered evidence sufficient to include 
him in the description of the persons who take legacies under item 12 
of Mrs. Ricks’ will, if the jury believed that evidence and found the 
facts accordingly, which it appears that they have done, by their verdict, 
and, also, we believe that he was in the mind and contemplation of the 
testatrix when she wrote that item of her will, as one of her household 
servants or employees. 
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The question asked the witness as to 1 conversation he had with Mrs. 
Kicks about his son was not in itself incompetent, as it was a natural 
inquiry for a father to make of the person who employed his son, and, 
at least, a part of the answer tc it was competent. Where this is the 
case, the objection should also be made to the answer, and specifically 
to the objectionable part of it, otherwise, if any of the answer be compe- 
tent, though a part may be Incompetent, the objection fails. 8. »v. 
Ledfurd, 183 N.C. 714. Tt was there held that “A general objection 
to evidence will not be entertained 11 such evidence consists of several 
distinct parts, some of which are competent and some not competent.” 
That decision has been since approved in numerous others by this Court. 

Libis bemg our conclusion, there 1s so error in the case. 

No error. 





W. ‘i. ROSE y, ROCKY MOUNT. 
(Filed 18 September, 1922.) 


Appeal and Evror-—Docketing—-Certiorari—Dismissal—Rules of Court— 
Statates, 

Appeals to the Supreme Court are only within the rights of the parties 
when the procedure is in conformity with the appropriate statutes or rules 
oy court, and neither the parties in Htigation nor their attorneys have 
authority, by agreement emong themselves, to disregard the rules regu- 
lating appeals in the Supreme Court; and where the appellant has failed 
te docket his appeal or move for a certiorari under the rule regulating 
the matter, the appeal will be dismissed. 


AvpveaL by defendant from Allen, J., at November Term, 1921, of 
EnGEcoMBE. 


F.S. Spruill and J. P. Bunn for plaintiff. 
L. V. Bassett and T. T. Thorne for defendant. 


Per Curtam. The summons in this case was issued 6 October, 1919, 
and the cause was tried at November Term, 1921. The appeal should 
have been docketed here at last term, but it was not docketed until this 
term. It has been too often held, to be a matter of debate, that an 
appeal is not a matter of right, but is allowed upon conformity with the 
provisions of law and the rules of the Court, which, if not complied 
with, the cause is not legally in this Court and cannot be considered 


by us. 
39—184 
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In Mimms v. R. R., 183 N. C., 436, at last term, it was held as a 
settled rule of this Court that “where a case on appeal has not been 
docketed by appellant within the time required in the rule of practice in 
the Supreme Court, and a motion was not made at that time for a 
certiorari, the appeal will be dismissed”; and the consent of parties for 
such failure to docket in apt time will not justify it. Stacy, J., in the 
opinion in that case, referring to the decisions, said: ‘The statute must 
be complied with, and the cause docketed here at the next term after 
the trial below. If in any case there is any reason why this cannot be 
done, the appellant must docket the record proper (at the proper time) 
and apply for a certiorari, which this Court may allow, unless it dis- 
misses the appeal, and may then set the case for trial at a later day at 
that term or continue it as it finds proper. It is not permitted for 
counsel in a civil case, nor to the solicitor in a State case, to assume the 
functions of this Court and allow a cause to be docketed at a later term 
than that to which the appeal is required to be brought by the statute 
and the rules of this Court.” To the same purport at the last term was 
S. v. Johnson, 1838 N. C., 730; 8. v. Brown, ibid., 789; 8. v. Barksdale, 
tbid., 785. 

At a preceding term the same ruling was upheld in Buggy Co. v. 
McLamb, 182 N. C., 762; Kerr v. Drake, cbid., 766 (in waich the matter 
was again fully discussed); Tripp v. Somerset, ibid., 767. These are 
some of the cases within the last year. Besides, it has been the uniform 
ruling of this Court always, of which counsel must take notice, that 
parties have no authority to make any agreement to disregard a statute 
or the rules of Court. 

While Magna Carta did not originate, or require, tria] by jury, as at 
one time was thought, it is very certain that it did guarantee that there 
should be a prompt administration of justice by providing (ch. 47) that 
the courts will neither sell justice nor deny it nor delay it, and a delay 
of justice is often a denial of justice. 

It would be impossible to have an orderly and regular dispatch of 
business in the courts if the parties either themselves or through their 
counsel (who certainly have no greater authority than the parties 
themselves) can, to suit their own convenience or whim, set aside at their 
will the regulations governing litigation, and taking the matter out of 
the hands of the courts, substitute their own agreements. 

When an appeal is not docketed here in the time required, the party 
or his counsel should apply for a certiorar: at that time, for then the 
Court, on hearing the grounds for failure to docket, can adjudge whether 
a certiorari should issue or the cause be dismissed. The Court does not 
favor even these applications, for it 1s not very often the case that the 
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cause cannot be prepared and docketed in the time required by statute 
and the rules of this Court. 

It is not often that counsel are sc overwhelmed with business that they 
cannot attend, in the required time, to docketing an appeal, and when 
this occurs there are a sufficient number of lawyers who can be called in 
to the aid of their brethren who are so overwhelmed at the moment that 
they cannot wade through the swollen tide of business that surrounds 
them. It is much better that in these emergencies aid should be sought 
from their brethren of the bar, who are not lacking either in ability or 
numbers, than that counsel should, by private agreements, interfere with 
the orderly procedure and practice of the courts in disregard of the 
prescribed regulations. 

Appeal dismissed. 





W. J. ROKBUCK vy. BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF ROBERSONVILLE 
GRADED SCHOOL DISTRICT. 


(Filed 138 September, 1922.) 


Appeal and Error—Agreements—Amendments—Remanding Case—School 
Districts—Elections. 


On the appeal of this suit to restrain the issuance of bonds for the 
erection of schoolhouses, a material fact was omitted from the case agreed, 
as to whether the question was carried by a majority of the qualified 
voters at an election in the district, which the Supreme Court permits the 
parties to supply, under the alternative of remanding the case for the 
finding of additional facts. 


AppraL by defendants from Connor, J., at chambers, August, 1922, 
from Martin. 


Per Curram. It not appearing from the record whether the election, 
here called in question, was carried by a majority of the qualified voters 
resident in the district—and this being one of the controverted matters 
raised by the pleadings—the parties will be given an opportunity to 
supply the omission by amending their agreed statement of facts and 
file same in this court on or before 1 October, 1922, failing in which, the 
cause will be remanded, to the end that such additional facts may be 
found. 
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ee 


GEORGE JAMES vy. L. J. BAKER. 
(Filed 20 September, 1922.) 


HRiectment—Instructions—Appeal and Error. 


Upon the trial of this action in ejectment and for damages, the charge 
of the court upon the principles of constructive and adverse possession 
are held to be without error. 


Apprat by plaintiff from Calvert, J., at November Term, 1921, of 
Hazirax. 

Ejectment, and to recover damages for an alleged trespass. 

Upon denial of the plaiutiff’s title and claim, there was a verdict and 
judgment in favor of defendant. Plaintiff appealed. 


Roswell C. Bridger and S. Brown Shepherd for plaiteff. 
A. Paul Kitchin, Stuart Smith, and Damel & Daniel for defendant. 


Per Curtam. The exceptions debated before us, and which are 
brought forward in plaintifi’s brief, deal principally with the charge of 
the court on the subject of constructive and adverse possession. After a 
careful perusal of the record, as it relates to these exceptions, we are 
unable to discover any error. The case seems to have been tried in sub- 
stantial conformity to our decisions on the subject, and we have found 
no sufficient reason for disturving the result of the trial. 

No error. 





BRANCH BANKING AND TRUST COMPANY, GUARDIAN, ET AL. V. 
DAN GEAR anv WIFE. 


(Filed 20 September, 1922.) 


Evidence—Nonexpert Testimony—Deeds and Conveyances-—Mental Condi- 
tion—Opinion. 


A witness may not only testify to the facts he knows concerning a 
grantor whose deed is being impeached for his mental incapacity to have 
made it, but may also give his opinion or belief upon the personal knowl- 
edge he has of his sanity or insanity. 


Apprau by defendants from Cranmer, J., at June Term, 1922, of 
WILSON. 

Action to set aside a lease and a deed alleged to have been executed by 
Mariah Taylor at a time when she was non compos mentis. 
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Warp v. WINSTON. 


From a verdict and judgment in favor of plaintiffs, the defendants 
appealed. 


O. P. Dickinson and F. D. Swindell for plaintiffs. 
F.S. Hassell for defendants. 


Per Curtam. The controversy, on trial, narrowed itself principally 
to questions of fact. The jury, upon ample evidence, has determined 
these in favor of the plaintiffs. Quite a number of the exceptions are 
directed to the admission of nonexpert testimony—consisting of the 
opinions of the witnesses—as to the mental capacity of the plaintiff’s 
ward at the time of the execution of the instruments in question. In 
the leading case of Clary v. Clary, 24 N. C., 78, opinion by Gaston, J., 
decided over eighty years ago, it was held that ‘a witness who had 
opportunities of knowing and observing a person whose sanity is im- 
veached may not only depose to the facts he knows, but may also give 
his opinion or belief as to his sanity or insanity.” And such is still the 
law as it obtains in this jurisdiction. 

After a careful investigation of the record, we have found no ruling 
or action on the part of the learned judge which would warrant a 
reversal or an order for a new trial. The judgment will be upheld. 

No error. 





N. E. WARD v. M. C. WINSTON. 
(Filed 20 September, 1922.) 


Usury—Injunction-——Appeal and Error. 


The action of the Superior Court judge in dissolving a temporary 
restraining order for the sale of certain collateral upon the ground of 
alleged usury is sustained on appeal under the authority of Owens v. 
Wright, 161 N. C., 131. 


APPEAL by plaintiff from Calvert, J., at chambers, 24 March, 1922, 
from JOHNSTON. 

Action to restrain the sale of securities held by the defendant as 
collateral to an indebtedness due by plaintiff to defendant. From an 
order dissolving the injunction, the plaintiff appealed. 

The plaintiff admitted that he was due the defendant $5,472.50, and 
pleaded usury. The order provided that if the plaintiff paid this sum 
to the defendant within ten days, the sale of the property should be post- 
poned until the issues as to usury and other defenses could be heard. 
The plaintiff declined to make payment. 
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BRIGHT v. LUMBER Co. 


Ray & Ray and W. H. Lyon for plaintiff. 
Pou, Bailey & Pou for defendant. 


Per Curtam. His Honor’s judgment is affirmed on the authority of 
Owens v. Wright, 161 N. C., 181, and numerous other decisions of this 
Court. 





J. R. BRIGHT er au. v. PEERLESS LUMBER COMPANY. 
(Filed 20 September, 1922.) 


Appeal and Error—Instructions—Evidence-——Burden of Proof—Deeds and 
Conveyances—Reservations in Deeds-—~Timber. 


Where the defendant’s rightful cutting the timber that the plaintiff 
seeks to enjoin depends upon whether it falls within the reservation of 
the plaintiff’s deed of “second-growth timber and original-growth in the 
pastures,” the burden is upon the plaintiff to show that the timber in 
question is within the exception, and an instruction that places it upon 
the defendant is reversible error. 


AppraL by defendant from Ferguson, J., at February Special Term, 
1922, of CHATHAM. 

Plaintiffs sold defendant all the timber of prescribed dimensions 
within certain boundaries, “excepting from the above the second-growth 
timber and original growth in the pastures.” The consideration was 
$7,500, of which $6,000 has been paid. The plaintiifs obtained a re- 
straining order to prevent defendant’s removal of the timber in contro- 
versy. The plaintiffs contend that the timber is in the pastures; the 
defendant contends it is not. The issue and the answer are as follows: 

“1, Is the defendant indebted to the plaintiff, and if so, in what 
amount ?” 

And that for its verdict, said jury answered said issue: “$1,500, and 
interest.” 

His Honor instructed the jury as follows: “The defendant having 
admitted the execution of the contract, exhibit ‘A,’ in which they prom- 
ise to pay the plaintiffs $7,500, and having further admitted that they 
have only paid $6,000 on it, the court charges you that you would answer 
the issue submitted to you ‘Yes, $1,500, with interest,’ unless the defend- 
ant has satisfied you by the greater weight of the evidence that this 
timber in dispute was actually sold to it by the plaintiffs; if they have 
so satisfied you, you would answer it ‘No,’ it being edmitted that the 
plaintiffs have prevented the defendant from cutting it.” The defend- 
ant excepted. 

Judgment for plaintiffs. Appeal by defendant. 
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Siler & Barber and Long & Bell for plaintiffs. 
K. R. Hoyle and A. C. Ray for defendant. 


Prer Curtam. The contract excepts the second-growth timber and 
the original growth in the pastures. The timber in controversy is em- 
braced within the boundaries of the land described in the contract, and 
as the plaintiffs have prevented its removal, they have the burden of 
showing that the timber is within the exception. It is not admitted 
that the timber which the defendant has been prevented from cutting is 
second growth, or in the pastures. This is a question which the jury 
should determine. Batts v. Batts, 128 N. C., 22; Wyman v. Taylor, 124 
N. C., 426; Bernhardt v. Brown, 122 N. C., 589; Steel Co. v. Edwards, 
110 N. C., 354. 

New trial. 





J. J. COOPER et at. v. BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
OF FRANKLIN COUNTY. 


(Filed 20 September, 1922.) 


1. Supreme Court—Rules of Practice—Petition to Rehear—Appeal and 
Error. 


The requirement of Rule 52 that petition for rehearing be filed within 
forty days after the filing of the opinion in the case is mandatory upon 
all litigants alike, and will be rigidly enforced. 

2. Same—Statutes—Conflict—Constitutional Law. 


The Supreme Court is given, by Article I, section 8, of our Constitution, 
exclusive power to make its own rules of practice, without legislative 
authority to interfere, and in case of conflict the rules made by the Court 
will be observed. 


Petition to rehear. See 183 N. C., 231. 


Perr Curtam. When the petition to rehear was filed, the justices to 
whom it was referred submitted it to the consideration of the Court in 
conference. McGeorge v. Nicola, 173 N. C., 733. The opinion in the 
instant case was filed on 29 March, 1922, and the petition to rehear on 
16 September, 1922. The petitioners rely upon the provision of C. S., 
1419, as to the time within which a petition for rehearing may be filed, 
this section apparently extending the time twenty days after the com- 
mencement of the term succeeding that in which the opinion is filed. 
The rules of practice in the Supreme Court expressly require petitions 
for rehearing to be filed within forty days after the filing of the opinion 
in the case. 174.N. C., 841, Rule 52. In Lee v. Baird, 146 N. C., 368, 
Hoke, J., said: “There is no doubt of the power of the Court to estab- 
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lish the rules in question, and in numbers of decisions we have expressed 
an opinion both of their necessity and binding force. Thus, in Walker 
v. Scott, 102 N. C., 490, Merrimon, J., for the Court, said: ‘The im- 
pression seems to prevail to some extent that the rules of practice pre- 
seribed by this Court are merely directory—that they may be ignored, 
disregarded, and suspended almost as of course. This is a serious mis- 
take. The Court has ample authority to make them. Const., Art. IV, 
sec. 12; The Code, sec. 691; Rencher v. Anderson, 938 N. C., 105; Barnes 
v. Easton, 98 N. C., 116. They are deemed essential to the protection 
of the rights of litigants and the due administration of justice. They 
have force, and the Court will certainly see that they have effect, and 
are duly observed whenever they properly apply.’ And in Horton v. 
Green, 104 N. C., 403, the present Chief Justice, in speaking of one of 
our rules of practice, said: ‘We have stated this mvch to show the 
reasonableness and necessity of the rule, for the power of the Court te 
make it is as clear as that it is our duty to rigidly adhere to it after it 
is adopted, and enforce it impartially as to all eases coming under its 
operation. The late Chief Justice Pearson was accustomed to say of 
the rules of Court: There is no use of having a scribe unless you cut 
up to it’ And the same judge, in Calvert v. Carstarzhen, 183 N. C.,, 
27, 28, on this subject, said: ‘The rules of this Court are mandatory, 
not directory.’ Walker v. Scott, 102 N. C., 487; Wiseman v. Comrs., 
104 N. C., 330; Hdwards v. Henderson, 109 N. C., 83. As the Constitu- 
tion, Art. I, sec. 8, provides that ‘The legislative, executive, and supreme 
judicial powers of the Government ought to be forever separate and 
distinet from one another,’ the General Assembly can enact no rules of 
practice and procedure for this Court, which are preszribed solely by 
our rules of Court. Herndon v. Ins. Co., 111 N. C., 384; 18 L. R. A, 
547; Horton v. Green, 104 N. C., 400; Rencher v. Anderson, 93 N. C., 
105.” The attention of the profession is again called to the fact that 
the requirement of the rule of practice in the Supreme Court is manda- 
tory in this respect, not merely directory, and must be observed. The 
petition to rehear is dismissed. 
Petition dismissed. 
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NEWBY VU. REALTY Co. 


NEWBY AND WEEKS v. ATLANTIC COAST REALTY COMPANY. 
(Filed 27 September, 1922.) 


Appeal and Error—Verdict—Excessive Damages. 


Held, the question of the award of excessive damages in this case was 
subject to the correction of the trial judge, and is not reviewable on appeal. 


AppEaL by defendants from Bond, J., at the April Term, 1922, of 
PERQUIMANS. 


Ehringhaus & Small and Meekins & McMullan for plaintiffs. 
Charles Whedbee, Thompson & Wilson, EH. F. Aydlette, and Small, 
MacLean, Bragaw & Rodman for defendants. 


Per Cuntam. This case has been here twice before, and is reported 
in 180 N. C., at p. 51, and 182 N. C., 34, and was most carefully con- 
sidered by us at both terms upon all controverted questions. It is here 
again, after a trial by jury, with verdict and judgment for the plaintiffs, 
from which the defendants appealed. 

We have again gone carefully and critically over the case, as shown 
in the record, and especially that part of it supposed to contain new 
features, or rather those which may not have been presented in the same 
way as they were at former hearings, and we have found no reversible 
error in any of the rulings of the court or in the judgment, but the case 
seems to have been tried in strict accordance with the former opinions 
of this Court therein, and certainly in substantial conformity therewith. 

The verdict does not seem to be at all excessive, and, if it were so, any 
error in that respect should have been corrected by the presiding judge. 
On the question as to what amount would have been realized by plain- 
tiffs, if defendants had observed and kept their contract, the charge of 
the court was free from any substantial error, and, moreover, was as 
favorable to the defendants as they might reasonably have expected it 
to be. 

The rule applicable to this case as to damages was stated by Justice 
Allen in the same case, 180 N. C., 51-54, and the judge appears to have 
followed it in his instructions to the jury at the last trial of the case in 
the Superior Court. 

There were objections to the manner of stating many of the excep- 
tions and assignments of error based thereon, but we have not deemed 
it necessary to make more than a bare reference to them, having decided 
the case upon other points, but it would appear, speaking generally, that 
none of the said objections is well taken. 
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STATE v, WARD. 


Upon a consideration of the defendants’ exceptions and assignments of 
error, we find no departure from our former decisions, or any ground 
upon which there should be any reversal, or modification of the judgment 
herein. 

No error. 





STATE v. DORCAS WARD et AL. 
(Filed 27 September, 1922.) 


Appeal and Error—Rules of Court——Procedure—Statutes—Constitutional 
Law. 


The rules prescribed by the Supreme Court to regulate its own pro- 
cedure, including the rule as to dismissing an appeal thereto if not dock- 
eted, or a recordari prayed for in apt time, will be strictly enforced. 
Being under the exclusive authority therein given to the Supreme Court 
by the Constitution, Art. I, sec. 8, as distinguished from procedure apply- 
ing to courts inferior thereto, Art. IV, sec. 2, a statute in conflict therewith 
will not be observed. 


AppgEaL by defendants from Cranmer, J., at January Term, 1922, of 
Pree. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
Julius Brown and Albion Dunn for defendant. 


Per Curiam. The defendants were convicted at January Term, 1922, 
of Pitt. The appeal was not docketed here until 9 September, 1922. 
The record proper was not docketed last term, and no motion of cer- 
trorart was asked for, and the appeal must be dismissed. 

This has been the uniform rule of this Court always, and we have 
repeatedly called the attention of counsel for appellants to the fact that 
the procedure in this Court, by the Constitution, is left entirely to this 
Court, and no act of the Legislature has sought to or could modify the 
procedure here. Herndon v. Ins. Co., 111 N.C., 384. At last term, in 
S. v. Johnson, 183 N. C., 780, this Court again fully discussed the 
settled rule, and said: “This Court has never changed ita rule, of which 
it is sole judge, that in every case when the record is not docketed in 
the time required at the next term, the appellant must docket the record 
proper and ask for certiorari. Whenever this is not done, the case not 
docketed until the next succeeding term will be dismissed. 8S. v. Telfair, 
139 N. C., 555 (2 Anno. Ed.), and cases there cited; Buggy Co. v. Lamb, 
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182 N. C., 762; Rogers v. Asheville, ibid., 596.” The Court in that case 
fully discussed the matter now before us, and we reiterate what was 
there said. 

The Constitution provides, in Art. I, sec. 8, “The legislative, execu- 
tive, and supreme judicial powers of the Government ought to be forever 
separate and distinct from each other,” Art. IV, sec. 2, of the Con- 
stitution further provides that the “General Assembly may regulate by 
law, if necessary, the methods of proceeding in the exercise of their 
powers of all the courts below the Supreme Court, so far as the same 
may be done without conflict with other provisions of this Constitution.” 

The above is discussed fully in Horton v. Green, 104 N. C., 400, and 
the Court there points out that while the Legislature may, as. above 
stated in the Constitution, regulate the procedure in the courts below, it 
cannot interfere with the regulations of this Court as to the procedure 
here, which includes, of course, the time within which an appeal must 
be docketed. 

This Court has often stressed the fact that there should not be any 
unnecessary delay in bringing up appeals, and while the Legislature may 
regulate procedure in the lower courts, provided it does not interfere in 
bringing up appeals to this Court, it is forbidden by the Constitution, 
and has never attempted, to interfere with the regulation of procedure 
in this Court. 

It is to be trusted that this matter will receive the attention of the 
bar, and that we will not be called upon so often to enforce the procedure 
that we have deemed necessary to prescribe, and that counsel will thus 
save the time of the Court and consider the interest of their clients. 

Appeal dismissed. 





J. B. MORTON v. AMERICAN NATIONAL INSURANCE COMPANY. 
(Filed 27 September, 1922.) 


Insurance—Indemnity—Accident—Health—Contracts. 


Where the insured is indemnified under his policy for disability by 
injury or sickness for more than thirty days, upon report of his attending 
physician of his condition every thirty days, he must show that he has 
complied with the terms of the policy requiring the physician’s continued 
report; and where he has introduced evidence tending only to show that 
the first or preliminary report had been so made, he may not recover an 
amount that will extend beyond the thirty days period. Semble, the issue 
submitted was insufficient to sustain a verdict for the full period of dis- 


ability. 
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Morton v. INS. Co. 


Arrrat by defendant from Cranmer, J., at June Term, 1922, of 
CARTERET. 

Action to recover upon a health and accident insurance policy. 

Issues were submitted to the jury, and answered by them as follows: 

“1, Did plaintiff, in good faith, substantially comply with the con- 
tract of insurance, as alleged in the complaint? Answer: ‘Yes,’ 

“9. What amount, if any, is plaintiff entitled to recover from defend- 
ant? Answer: ‘$303.66, with interest from 15 Januarv, 1917.” 

From a judgment on the verdict in favor of plaintit, the defendant 
appealed. 


EB. H. Gorham for plaintiff. 
Julius F. Duncan for defendant. 


Per Curram. The contract of insurance, which forms the basis of 
plaintiff’s suit, contains the following provisions: “Indemnity will be 
paid for injury or sickness only for the time the insured is under the 
professional care and regular attendance of a legally qualified physician 
and surgeon. If the insured is disabled by injury or sickness for more 
than thirty days, he or his representative must furnish the company 
every thirty days with a report from his attending physician or surgeon, 
fully stating the condition of the insured. Not more than one indem- 
nity provided in this policy will be paid for loss resulting concurrently 
from sickness and accident.” 

Plaintiff was injured 15 February, 1916. A preliminary report, as 
required by the policy, was mailed to the defendant 25 February, 1916. 
No other report was made until some time in December, 1916. Plaintiff 
testified: “I did not make any character of reports after the pre- 
ilminary report and prior to the December report. I did not undertake 
to cause my physician, Dr. Royal, to make any report after the pre- 
slminary report; he was called on by the company for a report. I don’t 
remember the date between February and December, for what period, 
those reports were called for.” Plaintiff further testified that he had 
written several letters to the defendant company during this period, but 
was unable to elicit any reply. 

Dr. Royal, the attending physician, testified that he filled out the 
preliminary report and the December report, “and perhaps more,” but 
he would not say that any other report was made, as he kept no record 
of such reports. 

The defendant tendered judgment for $50, being the amount due 
ander the policy for the first thirty days, and asked the court to instruct 
the jury, if they believed the evidence, to answer the first issue “No.” 
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GLOVER ¥. GUANO Co. 


It would appear from the instant record that the defendant was entitled 
to this instruction. It is also doubtful as to whether the answer to the 
first issue (note wording of issue) was sufficient to establish full liability 
on the part of the defendant. 

New trial. 





MILEY ©. GLOVER vy. UNION GUANO COMPANY. 
(Filed 4 October, 1922.) 


Injunction—lIssues of Fact—Bills and Notes—dAcceptance for Cash— 
Innocent Holder—Due Course—Questions for Jury—Trials. 


Plaintiffs executed notes for the purchase of certain patent rights to 
I., and afterwards they mutually agreed to cancel them, but I. had 
hypothecated them with the defendant, and there was conflicting evidence 
in the plaintiff's application for an injunction, whether the defendant was 
to return the notes to I., if not accepted as a caSh credit on the debt owed 
it by I., which had not been done, or whether the defendant was a holder 
for value without notice of the plaintiff’s equity: Held, the preliminary 
restraining order obtained in the suit should have been continued to the 
final hearing for the determination of the jury of the fact at issue. 


AppraL by defendant from Horton, J., at February Term, 1922, of 
Nasu. 

The defendant appealed from his Honor’s judgment continuing a 
restraining order until the final hearing of the action. 


Finch & Vaughan and Manning & Manning for plaintiff. 
Swink & Hutchins and Austin & Davenport for defendant. 


Per Curtam. For the plaintiff there is evidence tending to show the 
following circumstances. On 1 January, 1920, I. N. Glover contracted 
to sell the plaintiff a patent right, and as evidence of the purchase price 
the plaintiff executed and delivered two promissory notes, each in the 
sum of $1,000, due respectively 1 January, 1922, and 1 January, 1923. 
Some time after the notes were executed, the parties mutually agreed 
that the contract between them should be canceled and the notes returned 
to the plaintiff. I, N. Glover, however, retained possession of the notes, 
and being indebted to the defendant in the sum of about $5,000, deliv- 
ered them to the defendant with the understanding that they should be 
returned to him if not accepted as a cash credit on his indebtedness. 
The defendant neither accepted the notes as a credit nor returned them. 
On the other hand, the defendant insists that it became a holder of said 
notes in due course without notice of any infirmity or equity. 
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Plaintiff applied for and obtained an order enjoining the defendant 
from disposing of the said notes until the final hearing of the action. 
If the contention of the plaintiff and I. N. Glover be accepted by the 
jury, the defendant has no right to the notes in question, but otherwise, 
if the contention of the defendant be accepted. In these circumstances 
the controversy between the parties should be referred to the jury for 
determination, and the alleged rights of the plaintiff protected pending 
the hearing. Jones v. Jones, 115 N. C., 209; Hyatt v. DeHart, 140 
N. C., 270; Tose v. Whitaker, 144 N. C., 507; Dunlap v. Willett, 153 
N.C., 317; White v. Fishertes Co., 183 N. C., 228. 

The judgment of the Superior Court is 

Affirmed. 





J. W. MATTHEWS v. HUDSON BROTHERS. 
(Filed 11 October, 1922.) 


1. Negligence—Dangerous Machinery—Vendor and Purchaser—Implied 
Invitation. 
A purchaser of cotton seed who enters upon the premises of the owner 
of a cotton gin for that purpose in accordance with the owner’s arrange- 
ment, is upon the premises at the implied invitation of the owner. 


2. Same—Questions for Jury. 


Evidence that the owner of a cotton gin had left the ends of bolts dan- 
gerously projecting at a place they had connected power-driven shafting, 
and about eighteen inches from the place where a purchaser has to select 
the seed he wants and take them away, is sufficient to take the case to 
the jury, and for the jury to pass upon the question of the want of ordi- 
nary care upon the issues of defendant’s actionable negligence in the 
purchaser’s action. 


3. Same—lInstructions—Ordinary Care. - 


Under the evidence of this case: Held, an instruction that makes the 
nearness of eighteen inches from the dangerous part of the shaft, if so 
found by the jury, negligence as a matter of law, and also leaves out the 
element of defendant’s want of ordinary care on the issue of negligence, 
is reversible error. 


AprpEAL by defendant from Lyon, J., at March Term, 1922, of 
SAMPSON. | 

The plaintiff sued to recover damages for personal injury. Verdict 
and judgment for the plaintiff. 


Butler & Herring and Langston, Allen & Taylor for the plaintiff. 
Grady & Graham for defendants. 
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Per Curtam. The defendants owned and operated several gins that 
were connected by shafting. The pieces of shafting were joined together 
by cuffs which were secured by set screws. Over the cuffs and between 
the set screws was a circular housing. These screws projected from the 
shafting about two or two and a half inches, but not as far out as the 
rim of the housing. The distance from the gins to the side of the 
building in which they were operated was about eight feet. The seed 
were carried in a trough under the gins to a hopper outside the building; 
but if a customer wanted seed of a certain kind or for a particular 
purpose he diverted the seed to the floor by lifting a lid. There was 
evidence tending to show that customers were in the habit of going into 
the gin room and selecting seed and putting them in a sack with the 
assistance of the ginner, or any one else who was present, and that a 
person standing immediately in front of a gin would be about eighteen 
inches from the shafting, and in order to shovel seed would have to 
change his position and stand nearer the end of the gin. The plaintiff 
went to the gin with a load of cotton and was awaiting his “turn.” 
Wincey Wells had hauled cotton for another, and while it was being 
ginned he went into the building to get some seed for planting. The 
plaintiff went in to buy some of the seed that Wells was getting, and was 
asked to assist Wells by throwing the seed in a sack, and after throwing 
in one pile he moved to another and was caught by the unprotected set 
screws and injured. 

His Honor refused the defendant’s motion for judgment of nonsuit, 
and exception was noted. 

We think the motion was properly refused. The evidence, when con- 
sidered in the light most favorable to the plaintiff, does not exclude the 
inference that the plaintiff entered the building under the defendants’ 
implied invitation; and if 80, the question of actionable negligence was 
determinable only by the jury. 

However, the defendants, we think, are entitled to a new trial. His 
Honor instructed the jury as follows: “If you find from the evidence 
that the defendants had two set screws on its collar that connected the 
shafting between the gin, and that those set screws projected two or two 
and a half inches out from the collar that they were placed in, and one- 
half inch from the middle of the collar, and you find that the shafting was 
so near the place where the people had to stand and get their seed, and 
you find that the plaintiff was there by implied invitation to the public to. 
go in there and get seed, or assist others in getting their seed, and you find 
that that set screw, placed where it was on this revolving shaft, was the 
proximate cause of the plaintiff’s injury, 1t would be your duty to answer 
the first issue ‘Yes,’ but if you do not so find, you would answer it ‘No.’ ” 
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There was evidence tending to show that a person standing in front of 
one of the gins would be eighteen inches from the shafting, and that 
there was no way for a person at this distance to get into the shafting 
except by falling on it. The instruction refers to the plaintiff as stand- 
ing “so near” the shafting, and appears to be elliptical or incomplete. 
If his Honor intended to say that the circumstances recited in this 
instruction, if found by the jury to be true, would amount in contempla- 
tion of law to a want of ordinary care, we think the circumstances as 
stated are inadequate for this purpose. We cannot hold as a legal con- 
elusion that a distance of eighteen inches from the shafting was so 
slight as necessarily to menace the plaintiff’s injury from the unpro- 
tected screws. Whether his proximity was such as to hazard his safety 
was for the jury, under a definite instruction. On the other hand, if 
guch was not his Honor’s intention, the instruction is ceficient in that 
it omits all reference to the defendants’ exercise of reasonable care in 
protecting against damage those who came into their gin by implied 
invitation. Gaither v. Clement, 183 N. C., 456. 

New trial. 





B. R. HARRELL vy. C. D. BRINKLEY anv M. L. BRINKLEY. 
(Filed 11 October, 1922.) 


1. Contracts—Breach—-Damages—Loss of Business—Profits Prevented— 
Duty of Damaged Party—Rule of Prudent Man, 


Where a party to a contract willfully interferes with the other party 
and wrongfully causes him to quit operation, or prevents him from filling 
it, which results in loss to his established business and property used in 
ais undertaking, the party so injured may recover in his action such 
damages aS may reasonably be shown as a result of the wrong done him, 
including profits prevented thereby, after deducting therefrom such 
amount of the loss as he might have avoided in the exercise of ordinary 
business prudence. 


2. Same—Evidence. 


Where a party to a contract may recover for the loss to his established 
business wrongfully caused by the breach of the other party, evidence of 
past profits may be shown as an element for the jury to consider in pass- 
ing upon the issue, with the other facts in evidence, 


3. Same—Nonsuit—Trials—Punitive Damages, 
The evidence in this case held sufficient to be submitted to the jury upon 
the question whether the defendants wrongfully prevented the plaintiff 


from fulfilling his obligation under a contract with him, within the life 
of the contract, causing loss to his business, ete., and the defendant’s 
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position that the loss was caused by the plaintiff’s weakly submitting to 
the defendant’s acts instead of asserting his rights is untenable. Sembdle, 
the plaintiff was entitled to recover punitive damages had he chosen to 
assert them. 


Apprat by plaintiff from Allen, J., at May Term, 1922, of Berrie. 


Gillam & Davenport, Roswell C. Bridgers, and S. Brown Shepherd 
for plainteff. 
W. H. 8S. Burgwyn and Winston & Matthews for defendants. 


Per Crrtam. This action was brought to recover damages for the 
alleged breach of a contract for the sale of a sawmill and a lease of land, 
plaintiff alleging that defendants had wrongfully interfered with his 
business, and broken it up, and by their illegal conduct had compelled 
him to abandon the lease, his business. and lease being valuable and 
profitable, plaintiff having paid $1,000 for the mill and lease of land. on 
which it stood. Issues were submitted on the pleadings, and the jury 
returned the following verdict: 

“1. Did the defendants breach their contract with the plaintiff, and 
wrongfully interfere with plaintiff, thereby putting an end to the said 
contract? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“2, If so, what damage has plaintiff sustained by reason thereof? 
Answer : ‘$300. ” 

Judgment for plaintiff on verdict, and defendants appealed. 

The plaintiff claimed that he was to keep the plant on defendants’ 
land and operate it until the following January—about a year—while 
defendants alleged that he was to have only a month or two to operate 
and remove it. 

There were several exceptions to evidence, but all untenable. It was 
competent to show the value of the plant, lease, and business. In other 
words, it was competent and relevant to show the loss sustained by plain- 
tiff by the alleged wrong of the defendants in breaking up his business 
and forcing him by their interference to quit the premises. There was 
a question about the plaintiff’s duty to insure the premises, which they 
alleged to have been part of the contract, but which was denied by the 
plaintiff, and the jury evidently found with the latter as to this matter. 
“The reputation and credit of a man in business is of great value, and 
is as much within the protection of the law as property or other valuable 
rights. Where the defendant has maliciously and by his wrongful act 
destroyed the business, credit, and reputation of the plaintiff, the law 
will require him to make good the Joss sustained. As a general rule, the 
loss of profits to a business which has been wrongfully interrupted by 
another is an element of damages for which a recovery may be had, 
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where such profits can be made to appear with reasonable certainty; but 
the evidence must afford the jury some data from which they can with 
reasonable certainty determine the loss. Outside of this rule, no certain 
guide for estimating such damages can be established.” 13 Cyc., p. 57. 
And again: “Past profits cannot be taken as an exact measure of future 
profits; but all the various contingencies by which such profits would 
probably be affected should be taken into consideration by the jury. 
Where an established business is wrongfully injured, destroyed, or inter- 
rupted, the owner of such business can recover damages sustained; but 
in all such cases it must be made to appear that the business which is 
claimed to have been interrupted was an established one; that it had 
been successfully conducted for such a length of time and had such a 
trade established that the profits thereof are reasonably ascertainable. 
Where a new business or enterprise is floated and damages by way of 
profit are claimed for its interruption or prevention, they will be denied 
for the reason that such business is an adventure, as distinguished from 
an established business, and its profits are speculative and remote, exist- 
ing only in anticipation.” 13 Cyc., pp. 58 and 59. “In many juris- 
dictions evidence of profits which would probably have been received is 
admissible, not as the measure of damages, but as affording the best 
guide or aid to the jury of which the nature of the case admits in the 
exercise of a proper discretion in estimating the damages; and for like 
purpose evidence of the actual past profits and receipts is ordinarily 
admissible, if not too remote from the injury or wrong complained of.” 
13 Cyc., p. 213. The evidence is received, not for the purpose of show- 
ing what profits were lost with a view of allowing the plaintiff to recover 
the amount of them, but as some evidence to be considered by the jury, 
with other facts and circumstances in the case, in order to estimate the 
damages suffered by the wrongful acts of the defendants. And it was 
evidently in this view that his Honor, Judge Allen, admitted the evi- 
dence, as the charge of the court tends to show. But his Honor’s in- 
structions as to damages were distinctly favorable to tle defendants in 
another respect, as he charged them carefully and correstly as to plain- 
tiff’s duty to minimize the damages. It is an established principle that 
when there has been a breach of contract definite and entire, the injured 
party must do what fair and reasonable business prudence requires to 
save himself and reduce the damage, or the damage wk.ich arises from 
his own neglect will be considered too remote for recovery. Tellinghast 
v. Cotton Mills, 143 N. C., 273. As is said in Benjamin on Sales 
(7 ed.), p. 9384: “In every case, the buyer, to enable him to recover the 
full amount of damages, must have acted throughout as a reasonable 
man of business and done all in his power to mitigate the loss.” And 
in Sedgwick on Damages, vol. 1, sec. 201: “The same principle which 
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refuses to take into consideration any but the direct consequences of an 
illegal act is applied to limit the damages where the plaintiff, by using 
reasonable precautions, could have reduced them.” And again, at sec. 
202: “It is frequently said that it is the duty of the plaintiff to reduce 
the damages as far as possible. It is more correct to say that by conse- 
quences which the plaintiff, acting as prudent men ordinarily act, can 
avoid, he is not legally damaged. Such consequences can hardly be the 
correct or natural consequence of the defendant’s wrong, since it is at 
the plaintiff’s option to suffer them. They are really excluded from the 
recovery as remote. In this view the doctrine would rest on the inter- 
vention of the plaintiff’s will as an independent cause. Ad hoc he is 
not damaged by the defendant’s act, but by his own negligence or in- 
difference to consequences.” The court in this case charged the jury 
substantially in accordance with and with reference to these principles. 

We are unable to agree with the defendants that there is no evidence 
of any actionable breach of contract, or tort, in interfering with the 
plaintiff’s business, and we are disposed to believe that upon the authori- 
ties, as we understand, the judge might have gone further, and permitted 
the jury, in the exercise of their sound discretion, to have assessed puni- 
tive or exemplary damages, if plaintiff had seen fit to ask for such an 
instruction. The jury have found that plaintiffi’s statement of the con- 
tract was the correct one, and that he was entitled, under the same, to 
occupy the land until the first day of the following January. If this be 
so, there is some evidence indicating that defendants were willfully if 
not maliciously attempting all the time to embarrass and harass the 
plaintiff in his operations, so as to get rid of him long before his time 
was up. But the plaintiff asked for no such instruction, being con- 
tented with compensatory damages, though small and inconsiderable 
they were, as allowed by the jury. 

Reading plaintiff’s testimony, as it appears in the record, we infer, 
and the jury found, no doubt, that there was some physical interference 
with plaintiff. One of the defendants (C. D. Brinkley) drew his pistol 
and ordered logs to be changed so that his own would have the preference 
of others in the sawing, and the negro employee obeyed him, and 
arranged the logs as Brinkley ordered him to do, whereas plaintiff testi- 
fied that Brinkley’s logs had not been misplaced. The Brinkleys seemed 
to act as if they had the present right of possession to the mill and 
premises, and attempted to exercise authority over the same, as the jury 
might well have inferred from the evidence, and especially that of the 
plaintiff. 

The defendants will not be permitted to excuse their interference upon 
the ground that plaintiff should not have yielded to them, or been intim1- 
dated by them. This would be taking an undue advantage of their own 
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wrong, for they succeeded in accomplishing their purpose by reason of 
it, and now seek to avoid its consequences by relying on plaintiff’s alleged 
weakness in being influenced and overcome by it, instead of asserting and 
defending his own rights under the contract and resisting the defend- 
ants’ invasion of them. 

The case has been tried with substantial accuracy, and there is no 
reversible error. 

No error. 





A. D. BYRD vy. MISS GEORGIE HICKS anp I. R. WILLIAMS, Trustee. 
(Filed 11 October, 1922.) 


Injunction—Mortgages—Sales—Deed in Trust-——Parties. 


It appears in this case that plaintiff had mortgaged his land to secure 
balance of purchase money by deed of trust to the defendant and her 
trustee, and the controversy depends upon whether the defendant had 
figreed to cancel the trust deed and the notes it secured in consideration 
of the payments she had already received, with evidence that a part of 
one of the notes had been purchased by a stranger to the transaction: 
Held, the sale under the power contained in the trust deed should be 
enjoined until the final hearing, and that the part purchaser of one of 
said notes be made a party. 


AppraL by defendant from Lyon, J., 15 March, 1922, from Dvurtin. 

Action, heard on return to a preliminary restraining oder. 

The action is to restrain sale of certain lands sold to plaintiff by 
defendant Georgie Hicks, and advertised to be sold under a deed of trusi 
given to secure purchase price. On the facts presented there was judg- 
ment continuing the restraining order till the hearing, and defendants 
excepted and appealed. 


H. D, Williams and RB. D. Johnson for plaintiff. 
H. EH. Faison, Robinson & Robinson, and Stevens, Beasley & Stevens 
for defendants. 


Per Curiam. On the hearing there were facts in evidence on the part 
of plaintiff tending to show that on 18 December, 1919, defendant 
Georgie Hicks sold at auction and conveyed to plaintiff five tracts of 
land situate in said county, for $18,074.73. That plaintiff at time of 
sale paid cash to the amount of $3,614.97, and executed for remainder 
of purchase price seven promissory notes, payable one, two, three, etc., to 
seven years from date, each for sum of $2,065.68, giving also a deed of 
trust on the property to I. R. Williams, with power of sale to secure said 
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indebtedness, That on 21 January, plaintiff paid to the grantor, Miss 
Hicks, on said indebtedness, the interest on the notes, $867.60, and made 
a further payment thereon of $82.60, the payee. agreeing to extend the 
period of maturity for said indebtedness for one year, etc., or until 
18 December, 1921. That in October, 1921, plaintiff, finding that he 
weuld be unable to carry out the terms of sale, and meet his indebtedness 
for the land, proposed in writing to surrender his entire interest in the 
property and lose all payments made by him to date to Miss Hicks, on 
cancellation of the remainder of the debt, and that said proposition was 
accepted in writing by defendant, and she took possession of the property 
pursuant to the agreement. 

There was denial on part of defendant that there had been any bind- 
ing acceptance of plaintiff’s proposition, and with averment further that 
the first note of $2,065.68 had been transferred at the time of sale to the 
Atlantic Coast Realty Company, for conducting the sale, and by them 
transferred for value to one 8. T. Hooker. That in order to grant to 
plaintiff the one-year extension referred to in plaintiff’s affidavits, it 
became necessary for defendant to purchase one-half of the note held by 
said Hooker; that he is now the owner of the other half of said note, 
and insisting on a sale of the property. 

From a perusal of this evidence, and as now advised, it appears that 
there are serious questions of fact presented involving the right of de- 
fendant to proceed further under the deed of trust, and under our deci- 
sions on the subject, his Honor has correctly ruled that the restraining 
order be continued to the final hearing. Seip v. Wright, 173 N. ©., 14; 
Tise v. Whitaker, 144 N. C., 507. 

The Court is of opinion further that in order to a full determination 
of the rights and interests involved in this controversy, it is necessary 
that S. T. Hooker, at present holding a one-half interest in the first note 
secured by the deed of trust, shall be made a party. 

Judgment affirmed. 





HENRY VANN v. J. B. WINDERS, 
(Filed 11 October, 1922.) 


Appeal and Error—Homestead—Judgment—Incomplete Appeal. 


On this appeal from an allotment of a homestead by the judgment 
debtor, it appears that the record failed to show a signed judgment, and 
the appeal is incomplete. 


Apprat by defendant from Lyon, J., at February Term, 1922, of 
SAMPSON. 
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Exceptions to allotment of homestead and personal property exemp- 
tions filed by the defendant before the clerk of the Superior Court and 
transferred by him to the civil issue docket. 

From a judgment overruling the defendant’s exceptions, this appeal 
is prosecuted. 


Butler & Herring for plainivff. 
John D. Kerr, Sr., for defendant. 


Per Curtram. This was a proceeding under C. S., 740, in which the 
judgment debtor, defendant herein, being dissatisfied with the valuation 
and allotment of his homestead and personal property exemptions, as 
assessed by the appraisers in an execution, undertook to have the same 
set aside and vacated for alleged irregularities in the returns. _ 

It is stated in the record that “after a hearing, the defendant’s excep- 
tlons were overruled, defendant excepted and appealed,” but there was 
no order or judgment signed by the judge; at least, none appears on the 
record. The record seems to be incomplete. Logan v. Harris, 90 N.C., 
7. However, we have examined the defendant’s exceptions and find 
them to be without merit. No error has been shown. 


Affirmed. 





WADE MEADOWS #7 AL. v. T. C. MANN. 
(Filed 8 November, 1922.) 


Appeal and Error—Verdict—Proposition of Law. 


The verdict, upon conflicting evidence, determines the issue of fact, and 
will not be disturbed when it appears that there is no error in the applica- 
tion of the principles of law involved in the controversy. 


AppraL by defendant from Daniels, J., at May Term, 1922, of 
CRAVEN. 

Civil action to recover damages for an alleged breach of contract in 
the sale of seed oats. 

Upon denial of liability and issues joined, there was a verdict and 
judgment in favor of the plaintiffs, from which the defendant appealed, 
assigning errors. 


Guion & Guton for plaintiffs. 
Mann & Mann for defendant. 
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Per Curtam. The controversy, on trial, narrowed itself principally 
to the questions of fact, which have been settled by the verdict. After 
a careful investigation of the record, we have found no ruling or action 
on the part of the learned judge which would seem to justify a reversal 
or an order for a new trial. The judgment will be upheld. 

No error. 





DAVIS BROTHERS CHEESE COMPANY y. J. H. CULBRETH Et At. 
(Filed 15 November, 1922.) 
Verdict—Issues of Fact—Appeal and Error. 


AppraL by defendants from Connor, J., at February Term, 1922, of 
CUMBERLAND. 

Civil action in asswmpsit, tried upon the following issues: 

“1, Did plaintiff deliver to the defendants 50 boxes of cheese, in 
accordance with defendants’ order? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“2. In what sum, if any, are defendants indebted to plaintiff? An- 
swer : ‘$323.64, and interest.’ ” 

Judgment on the verdict in favor of the plaintiff, from which the 
defendants appealed. 


Cook & Cook for plaintrff. 
Oates & Herring for defendants. 


Per Curiam. The controversy, on trial, narrowed itself to questions 
of fact, which have been settled by the verdict. After a careful perusal 
of the record, we are convinced that the case has been tried in substantial 
conformity to the law as bearing on the subject, and we have found no 
sufficient reason for disturbing the result below. 

No error. 
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TILDA COMBS et aL. v. SMETHPORT EXTRACT COMPANY ET AL. 
(Filed 22 November, 1922.) 


Evidence—Nonsuit—tTrials. 


AppeaL by defendants from Harding, J., at April Term, 1922, of 
ASHE. 

Civil action for trespass, and to remove cloud from title. 

Both parties claimed title to the locus in quo; and, upon the traverse 
and issues thus joined, there was a verdict and judgment. in favor of the 
plaintiffs, Defendants appealed. 


Charles B. Spicer for plaintiffs. 
R.A. Doughton and T. C. Bowre for defendants. 


Per Curtam. Defendants rely chiefly upon their exception taken to 
his Honor’s refusal to grant defendants’ motion for judgment as of non- 
suit, made first at the close of the plaintiff’s evidence, and renewed at 
the close of all the evidence. Viewing the evidence in the light most 
favorable to the plaintiffs, the accepted position on a motion of this 
kind, we think his Honor was justified in submitting the ease to the 
jury, and that the verdict 1s amply supported by the evidence. 

After a careful perusal of the record, we have discovered no sufficient 
reason for disturbing the result of the trial. 

No error. 





STATE vy. W. B. FAULKNER. 
(Filed 29 November, 1922.) 


Intoxicating Liquor——Spirituous Liquor—Evidence—Instvructions. 


AppraL by defendant from McHlroy, J., at March Term, 1922, of 
BURKE. 

Criminal action. The defendant was convicted of a violation of the 
prohibition law, and from the judgment pronounced he appealed. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
No counsel contra. 


Per Curram. The jury found the defendant guilty of having spirit- 
uous liquor in his possession for the purpose of sale, and of receiving at 
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one time spirituous liquor in a quantity greater than one quart, in 
viclation of C. S., 3379 and 3385. The defendant excepted to the court’s 
refusal to dismiss the action as in case of nonsuit, and to the instruction 
that if the jury were satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt that the defend- 
ant had on hand for the purpose of sale “one gallon, or any other 
amount, of spirituous liquor” they should find the defendant guilty of a 
violation of section 3379. 

We concur in his Honor’s decision. Neither exception can be sus- 
tained. 

No error. 





A ED, 


THELMA HUFFMAN, ADMINISTRATRIX, V. F. B. INGOLD., 
(Filed 6 December, 1922.) 


Negligence—Personal Injury—Wrongful Death—Damages. 


AppraL by defendant from Bryson, J., at February Term, 1922, of 
CATAWBA. 

Civil action to recover damages for an alleged negligent injury and 
wrongful killing. 

From a verdict and judgment in favor of plaintiff, the defendant 
appealed. 


W. B. Councill and EF. B. Cline for plainirff. 
A. A. Whitener & Son for defendant. 


Per Curtam. This case was before us at the Spring Term, 1921, and 
is reported in 181 N. C., 426. The facts, which are fully set out there, 
need not be repeated here. ‘The case seems to have been tried in sub- 
stantial conformity to the decision rendered on the first appeal, and the 
law appertaining to the new questions raised on the second trial. We 
have discovered no reversible error on the present appeal, and hence the 
judgment will be 

‘Affirmed. 


Apams, J., did not sit. 
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J. B. MORRIS vy. BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE NEWTON GRADED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT. 


(Filed 29 November, 1922.) 


1. Schools-—Elections—Taxation—Statutes. 


An election held under the provisions of the act of 1920, ch. 87, authoriz- 
ing the board of trustees of any school district to issue bonds for 
erecting, enlarging, altering, and equipping of school buildings, acquiring 
lands therefor, etc., and annually to levy a tax, etc., sufficient in amount 
to pay the maturing principal and interest, will not be held invalid because 
the question was submitted upon levying a limited tax, when it appears 
that the levy submitted is at present sufficient to meet. the requirements 
of the act authorizing the election, and there is no valid reason shown 
that it will ever be insufficient for the purposes intended. 


2. Same—Notice—Purpose of Election. 


An election called under the provisions of the act of 1920, ch. 87, author- 
izing the trustees of any district to issue bonds for certain school purposes, 
will not be declared invalid upon the ground that the notice given had 
not stated the purpose for which the election was held, when it stated 
that it was for the purpose of issuing serial bonds not exceeding a certain 
amount, and of levying the special tax, specifying the act under which it 
was proposed to issue them; and there is nothing to indicate that any 
voter was misled or misinformed, and the election was carried with 
practical unanimity. 


8. Schools—Elections—Taxation—Registration—Notice-—Bonds. 


In this suit to enjoin the issue of bonds for certain school purposes in 
accordance with the act of 1920, ch. 87, it is held, that objection that a 
proper notice for the new registration of voters was not given cannot be 
sustained, it appearing that the notice thereof was previously published 
in a newspaper in the district for five successive weeks. and there was no 
evidence or finding of fact that any elector was prevented from register- 
ing on account of want of notice, or deprived of the right to vote on that 
account. 


Appra by plaintiff from Webb, J., at chambers, 3 November, 1922, 
from CATAWBA. 

Controversy without action, heard on plaintiff’s motion to enjoin the 
issuance of school bonds and the levy of a special tax. Judgment for 
defendant. Plaintiff appealed. 


J. L. Morehead for plaantrff. 
Wilson Warlick for defendant. 


Per Curtam. The Newton Graded School District was established 
by an act of the Legislature in 1907. Private Laws 1907, ch. 39, sec. 
104. At the session of 1920 an act was passed authorizing the board of 
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trustees of any school district to issue the bonds of such district for the 
purpose of erecting, enlarging, altering, and equipping school buildings 
and acquiring land for such buildings, or for either of these purposes, 
and annually to levy a special tax ad valorem on all taxable property 
in the district sufficient in amount to pay the maturing principal and 
interest. On 5 June, 1922, the board of commissioners of. Catawba 
County ordered that a special election be held in the Newton Graded 
School District on the question of issuing bonds in the sum of $100,000, 
and of annually levying a special tax to pay the principal and interest. 
The commissioners ordered a new registration of the qualified voters of 
the district and directed that the registration books should be opened 
on Monday, 12 June, and closed on Saturday, 1 July. A majority of 
the qualified voters voted in favor of the bonds, and the result of the 
election was duly declared and published. The trustees of the graded 
school district announced their purpose to issue the bonds authorized in 
the election so that four bonds of $1,000 each should mature annually 
in the years 1924-1946 inclusive, and eight bonds in the year 1947. The 
assessed valuation of the taxable property in the graded school district 
for 1921 was $3,943,406, and for the current year it is $4,099,949. 

His Honor rendered judgment denying the plaintiff’s petition for 
injunctive relief, and declaring that the defendant is authorized to issue 
and to sell said bonds, 

The plaintiff excepts to the judgment on the ground that the act under 
which the election was held provides that the special tax shall be in an 
amount sufficient to pay the principal and interest of all bonds issued 
under the act as such principal and interest become due, and that in the 
election the special tax was limited to 25 cents on property valued at 
$100. The plaintiff contends that the question of levying a limited tax 
was illegal in itself, and having been submitted in connection with the 
question of issuing bonds rendered the election void. It is admitted 
that the proposed levy is at present sufficient to meet the requirement 
of the act authorizing the election, and there is no valid reason for 
assuming that it will ever be insufficient for the purpose intended. We 
should hesitate to hold an election invalid by reason of the mere possi- 
bility of a contingency which may never occur. Besides, it is strongly 
intimated in Trustees v. Pruden, 179 N. C., 618, that in any event the 
provisions of the statute would be controlling. 

The second ground of exception is the alleged failure of the board of 
commissioners to state in their notice the purpose for which the election 
was to be held. The notice specifically states that the special election 
was to be held for the purpose of determining the question of issuing 
not exceeding $100,000 of serial bonds of the graded school district, and 
of levying the special tax, and particularly refers to the act (Public 
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Laws 1920, ch. 87) which prescribes the purposes for which the bonde 
were to be issued. There is nothing in the record to indicate that any 
voter was misled or misinformed as to the purpose of the bonds. In- 
deed, the practical unanimity of sentiment on the part of the voter 
would seem clearly to show that the purpose for whick. the bonds were 
to be issued was not only understood, but fully approved. Kevth v. 
Lockhart, 171 N. C., 451. 

The plaintiff further excepts to the judgment on the ground that 
proper notice of the new registration of voters was not given. The 
record shows that notice of the election and new registration was given 
in a newspaper published in the school district on 6, 13, 20, 27 June, 
and 4 July. It is not suggested that any elector was prevented from 
registering on account of any want of notice that a new registration hac 
been ordered, and in the absence of evidence or a finding of fact we 
cannot assume that any one was deprived of the right to vote in the 
election. Hardee v. Henderson, 170 N. C., 572; Hull v. Skinner, 169 
N. C., 407; Miller v. School District, ante, 197; 113 8. E., 786. 

The judgment is 

Affirmed. 





W. L. GREEN vy. GOOD ROADS COMMISSION OF WATAUGA COUNTY. 
(Filed 20 December, 1922.) 


Appeal and Error—Fragmentary Appeal-—Roads and Highways—Road 
Commission. 


An appeal to the Supreme Court in an action to recover damages from 
a county road commission for injury to land in laying cut a highway wil! 
be dismissed as premature when it appears that in the orderly procedure 
in such matters the commission has not reached the stage for the assess- 
ment of damages, and has not assessed them, and the appeal is properly 
dismissed in the Superior Court. 


Appral by plaintiff from Bryson, J., at March Term, 1922, of 
WATAUGA. 


W.C. Newland for plaintrff. 
Linney & Coffey for defendant. 


Per Curtram. This case proceeded very irregularly before the road 
commission, and also in the court below, and in the state of the plead- 
ings there was nothing for the judge to do but dismiss the appeal as he 
did. The case was not ripe for an appeal, as, judging from the com- 
plaint filed by the plaintiff and the other proceedings, the plaintiff was 


N.C.] FALL TERM, 1922, 637 
STATE U. JOHNSON. 


seeking io recover the sum of $1,500 as damages for injury to his land 
by laying out the road thereon. It does not appear that the commission 
or local authorities have as yet reached the stage of the proceedings for 
the assessment of damages, or for ascertaining the amount of the plain- 
ciff’s compensation for taking his land, or for any injury thereto, and 
as the plaintiff seems to be seeking compensation, he should wait until 
the time comes for fixing it, of which he should have, and we presume 
will have, due notice, 

The order dismissing the appeal is affirmed, and the cause will be 
remanded without prejudice to the good roads commission, for such 
other and further proceedings therein as may be proper in the premises 
and according to law. 


Affirmed. 





STATE vy. LOOMIS JOHNSON. 
(Filed 20 September, 1922.) 


1. Homicide—Murder—Justification-—Evidence—-Burden of Proof—Non- 
suit. 


Where the killing of a human being by the use of a deadly weapon is 
shown, the jury will be justified in rendering a verdict of murder in the 
second degree, at least, and the burden of proof being upon the prisoner 
to show matters in mitigation or to justify the jury in rendering a verdict 
in a less degree, or of acquittal, as they may be satisfied upon the evi- 
dence; a motion for a judgment as of nonsuit thereon cannot be sustained. 


2. Criminal Law—Evidence—Nonsuit. 


Upon a motion as of nonsuit, in a criminal action, the State is entitled 
to the most favorable consideration of the evidence. 


3. Homicide — Murder—Justification—Evidence—Reasonable Apprehen- 
sion——Questions for Jury—Trials. 


Where there is evidence in justification, on the trial of a homicide, that 
the prisoner was without fault in bringing about the fight that resulted 
in the death, had fought unwillingly, and had committed the act with a 
deadly weapon while being attacked with one by the deceased, with mur- 
derous intent, it is not required that the prisoner show that it was actually 
necessary for him to have taken the deceased’s life in order to preserve 
his own, but only whether in the judgment of the jury upon the evidence 
he had reasonable grounds to believe that it was necessary to do so under 
the circumstances. 


4. Homicide—-Murder—J ustification—Murderous Intent. 


Where justification is set up as a defense on a trial for murder, and it 
is proved by the prisoner that the deceased had attacked him with mur- 
derous intent, and that he had killed deceased without fault on his part, 
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the prisoner was under no obligation to fly, but could stand his ground 
and kill his adversary, if need be. The distinction between assaults with 
and without a felonious intent shown by WALKER, J. 


5. Appeal and Error—Instructions—Reversible Error-—Conflicting In- 
structions—Homicide—Murder. 


Where the judge has erroneously charged, on the trial for a homicide, 
that the prisoner must show, with his evidence, the actual necessity for 
his having taken the life of the deceased in preserving his own life, as a 
justification for the. killing, a correct instruction given elsewhere in the 
charge, without retracting the erroneous part, does not cure the error or 
render it harmless. 


AppraL by defendant from Calvert, J., at the May Term, 1922, of 
CHATHAM. 

The defendant was convicted of manslaughter, and from the judgment 
upon such conviction appealed to this Court. 

The jury, in rendering the verdict of manslaughter, accompanied it 
with a request that the judge should be lenient in his punishment. The 
judgment was that the defendant be confined in the State’s Prison for 
three years. Exceptions 1 and 2 were addressed to the refusal of his 
Honor to render judgment as of nonsuit at the end of the State’s evi- 
dence, and again at the end of all the evidence. 

The State’s evidence tended to show that there was a dance and frolic 
on Saturday night, in February, 1922, at the house of Clarence Steele, 
in Chatham County. <A party of young men at the dance engaged in 
shooting craps. Of this party were the defendant Johnson and the 
deceased, Guy McLean. Guy McLean charged Johnson with owing him 
a dime. Johnson denied this, and thereupon McLean grabbed at the 
money, and failing to get it, hit Johnson in the mouth. At this point 
Clarence Steele interfered and parted the two men. Johnson was stand- 
ing talking to Clarence Steele, after the latter had parted the two 
fighters, when the deceased, Guy McLean, ran around and grabbed John- 
son about the neck and was holding him and was striking him. Jasper 
McLean, a brother of Guy, interfered to keep Guy from hurting John- 
son. While Guy McLean had Johnson around the neck and was striking 
him about the face and head, Johnson was trying to get away from him, 
but in the scuffle Johnson was pushed up in the corner, against the wall 
of the house. It was then that he struck backward with his knife and 
eut Guy McLean in the abdomen. This seems to have been the fatal 
blow. A wound was made in McLean’s right side, a little below and to 
the right of the navel. It was at such a place, through the abdominal 
wall, that some of his intestines had oozed out, but none were punctured. 
McLean died at a hospital the following Tuesday week. 

The witness Nettles testified: “At the time Loomis stabbed at Guy, 
Guy had him tight around the reck, with his head bent over. He had 
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his head under his arm and Loomis stabbed at Guy when he had him in 
that way. Loomis left the house just as soon as Guy turned him loose.” 

Dr. Harper testified that he saw the prisoner several days after the 
occurrence and dressed his wounds three times. He had a severe cut, 
which had extended entirely around his neck. There were quite a 
number of cuts on his neck and face, and he had a gash across his lip. 

Wiley Crutchfield testified that at the time McLean ran around to the 
back of Johnson, Johnson was standing talking with Clarence Steele 
and had already quit the fight. 

The defendant’s own account of the transaction is as follows, and he 
is corroborated in his statement of the occurrence by other witnesses, 
particularly by Clarence Steele, the man at whose house the affray 
occurred: “I am 21 years old. Was born and raised in Chatham 
County. I have never been in any trouble before. I live with my 
father. I went to a party at Clarence Steele’s. He lives about a half- 
mile from my home. This occurred on a Saturday night in February. 
Steele gave a dance and invited me. I got there about 8 o’clock. JI had 
been working hard all day and lay down and went to sleep while the 
others were dancing, and about 11 o’clock I waked up and it was raining 
very hard. Some of the boys began shooting craps. I took part in the 
game, which was going on in the kitchen part of the house. The kitchen 
was a very small room. There were ten or twelve men in there at the 
time. Guy McLean was shooting craps. We were good friends, and 
I had known him for about ten years. I had a half-dollar lying on the 
floor. We were shooting for ten cents a shot. He claimed that he had 
a dime in the half-dollar. I told him that he was mistaken. He 
grabbed for the money and I snatched it back, and as I snatched the 
money back he struck me in the mouth. He hit me just as I grabbed 
at the money. I didn’t strike him back. I jumped up and he got up 
and started toward me. Clarence Steele stepped right up between us 
and said, ‘I am not going to have any fuss here.’ I was not trying to 
get to him; I didn’t make a step toward him. Clarence was standing 
between us, and while he was standing there Guy ran around to my back 
and grabbed me. He got me around the neck, held my head down and 
began cutting me. (The prisoner then exhibited to the jury a cut on 
his throat which extended from one ear almost around to the other, and 
several cuts about the face and ears.) He was still holding me. He 
had me around the neck so that I could not get loose, and we were going 
round and round. I was trying to break his hold. He was still cutting 
me and cutting at me. I did not know that he was mad when he first 
grabbed me. At this time he had gotten me in the corner and against 
the wall of the room, and I ran my hand in my pocket and got out my 
knife and opened it and stabbed: back at him, because there was no other 
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way for me to get loose, and I thought he was trying to kill me. He had 
already cut my throat and my face in a number of places before I got 
my knife out, and was still cutting me when I stabbed him. There was 
no chance for me to get loose from him in any other way. I was trying 
to get away from him. My back was to him when he had me around 
the neck cutting me. Just as soon as he released his hold I ran away 
from him and left the house. His brother Jasper was there, and I 
think he was trying to keep Guy from cutting my throat, and his hold- 
ing his arm and trying to pull him away from me is whv I think he did 
not succeed in killing me.” 

At the conclusion of the State’s evidence, and again at the conclusion 
of all the evidence, the prisoner moved for a nonsuit, which was denied, 
and he excepted. 

The judge then charged the jury, and to the instructions of the court 
the prisoner entered several exceptions. 

The jury returned a verdict of manslaughter, and the prisoner was 
sentenced to three years in the State’s Prison, 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
Douglass & Douglass, Wade Barber, and A. C. Ray fcr defendant. 


Watxer, J., after stating the material facts: There would seem to be 
very slight evidence of the prisoner’s guilt, and yet there is sufficient to 
prevent a judgment of nonsuit, as a jury may find, from all the facts and 
circumstances, that the prisoner was not entirely blameless, or without 
any fault. And, besides, we could not nonsuit the State, because there 
is some evidence for the jury in another view, for when there is a killing 
with a deadly weapon, as there was in this case, the law implies malice, 
and it is, at least, murder in the second degree, and the burden then rests 
upon the prisoner to satisfy the jury of facts and circumstances in miti- 
gation of or excuse for the homicide, the credibility of the evidence, and 
its sufficiency to produce this satisfaction being for the jury to consider 
and decide. The burden is not only upon the prisoner to mitigate or 
excuse the homicide, with the presumption of malice against him, but 
the State is entitled to the most favorable consideration of the evidence 
when there is a motion to nonsuit. 

But, while this is so, we are of the opinion that the learned judge 
who presided at the trial committed an error in the following instruction 
to the jury, to which exception was duly taken: “In order to excuse the 
killing, on the plea of self-defense, it is necessary for the accused to 
show that he quit the combat before the mortal wound was given, or 
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retreated or fled as far as he could with safety, and then, urged on by 
mere necessity, killed his adversary for the preservation of his own life.” 

It was incorrect and material error to charge the jury that the pris- 
oner must have killed the deceased from mere necessity, in order to 
excuse the homicide. Whether there was any actual necessity for killing 
the deceased in order to save his own life, or to prevent great bodily 
harm to him, makes no difference, provided, at the time, the prisoner 
believed, and had reason to believe, that from the facts and circum- 
stances as they then appeared to him he was about to be killed, or to 
suffer some enormous bodily harm. 

The identical question is so fully discussed in S. v. Barrett, 1382 N. C., 
1005, at 1007, that we will refer somewhat copiously, but not literally, 
to what is there said in respect to this special principle. In some of the 
early cases expressions may be found which would seem to indicate that a 
ease of self-defense is not made out unless the defendant can satisfy the 
jury that he killed the deceased from necessity, but we think the most 
humane doctrine, and the one which commends itself to us as being in 
accordance with the enlightened principles of the law, is to be found in 
the more recent decisions of this Court. It is better to hold, as we 
believe, that the defendant’s conduct must be judged by the facts and 
circumstances as they appeared to him at the time he committed the act, 
and it should be ascertained by the jury, under the evidence and proper 
instructions of the court, whether he had a reasonable apprehension that 
he was about to lose his life or to receive enormous bodily harm. The 
reasonableness of his apprehension must always be for the jury, and not 
the defendant, to pass upon, but the jury must form their conclusion 
from the facts and circumstances as they appeared to the defendant at 
the time he committed the alleged criminal act. If his adversary does 
anything which is calculated to excite in his mind, while in the exercise . 
of ordinary firmness, a reasonable apprehension that he is about to 
assail him and to take his life or to inflict great bodily harm, it would 
seem that the law should permit him to act in obedience to the natural 
impulse of self-preservation, and to defend himself against what he 
supposes to be a threatened attack, even though it may turn out after- 
wards that he was mistaken, provided always, as we have said, the jury 
find that his apprehension was a reasonable one, and that he acted with 
ordinary firmness. We think that the foregoing principle has been 
clearly stated and adopted by this Court in several cases, 

In S. v. Scott, 26 N. C., 409; 42 Am. Dec., 148, this Court says: “In 
consultation, it seemed to us at one time that the case might have been 
left to the jury favorably to the prisoner on the principle of Levet’s case, 
Cro. Car., 5388 (1 Hale, 474), which is, if the prisoner had reasonable 
grounds for believing that the deceased intended to kill him, and under 
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that belief slew him, it would be excusable, or, at most, manslaughter, 
though in truth the deceased had no such design at the time.” 

And in S. v. Nash, 88 N. C., 618, the Court cites and approves the 
passage just quoted from S. v. Scott, supra, and then makes the follow- 
ing extract from Com. v. Selfridge, Harrigan & Thompson Cases on 
Self-defense, p. 1: “A., in the peaceful pursuit of his affairs, sees B. 
walking towards him with an outstretched arm and a pistol in his hand, 
and using violent menaces against his life as he advances. Having 
approached near enough in the same attitude, A., who hes a club in his 
hand, strikes B. over the head before or at the instant the: pistol is fired, 
and of the wound B. dies. It turned out, in fact, that the pistol was 
loaded with powder only, and that the real design of 3B. was only to 
terrify A.” The judge inquired, “Will any reasonable man say that 
A. is more criminal than he would have been if there had been a ball in 
the pistol?” 2 Whar. Cr. Law, sec. 1026 (g), and note; Wharton Law 
of Homicide, 215 et seq. 

So, in S. v. Matthews, 78 N. C., 534, the Court quotes with approval 
Foster’s Crown Law, as follows: “It is stated in all of the authorities, 
and cannot be doubted, that if a man who is assailed believes, and has 
reason to believe, that although his assailant may not intend to take his 
life, yet he does intend, and is about to do him some enormous bodily 
harm, such as maim, for example, and under this reasonable belief he 
kills his assailant, 1t 1s homicide se defendo, and excusable. It will 
suffice if the assault is felonious.” Foster, 274. See, also, 8. v. Nash, 
88 N. C., 618, where the principle herein stated was applied. 

It is true that the judge in this case did, in another part of his charge, 
give the correct instruction, but he did not retract the erroneous one and 
substitute the other in its place; and, therefore, the jury were left to 
conjecture as to which of the two essentially different principles applied 
to this case. And in this connection we may well refer generally to what 
was said in S. v. Barrett, supra, at p. 1010, with reference to the same 
kind of charge: ‘The prisoner requested the court to charge the jury 
in accordance with this reasonable principle, and the court had given 
the special instructions, but in the general charge it changed the same 
materially by omitting therefrom the most important portion and re- 
quiring the prisoner to satisfy the jury that there was, at the time he 
fired the pistol, an actual necessity for killing the deceased. The jury, 
therefore, were left in doubt and uncertainty as,to wha: was the true 
rule of law by which they should be guided in passing upon the prison- 
er’s plea of self-defense, and the last instruction, which we may assume 
made the greatest impression upon the jury, called for more proof from 
the prisoner than the law required of him. He was, therefore, placed 
at a disadvantage, and consequently embarrassed and prejudiced in his 
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defense. There is a marked difference between an actual necessity for 
killing and that reasonable apprehension of losing life or receiving great 
bodily harm, which is all that the law requires of the prisoner in order 
to excuse the killing of his adversary, and it was just this difference that 
may have caused the jury to decide against the prisoner upon this most 
important issue of the case.” 

Upon a similar question to that we have here, Justice Bynum said, in 
S.v. Turpin, 77 N. C., at p. 477: “Where one is drawn into a combat 
of this nature by the very instinct and constitution of his being, he is 
obliged to estimate the danger in which he has been placed, and the 
kind and degree of resistance necessary to. his defense. To do this he 
must consider not only the size and strength of his foe, how he is armed, 
and his threats, but also his character as a violent and dangerous man. 
It is sound sense, and we think sound law, that before a jury should be 
required to say whether the defendant did anything more than a reason- 
able man should have done under the circumstances, it should, as far as 
can be, be placed in the defendant’s situation, aierounded with the same 
appearances of danger, with the same degree of knowledge of the de 
ceased’s probable purpose which the defendant possessed.” 

The question, therefore, was not whether he was confronted by the 
actual necessity to kill the deceased in order to preserve his own life, or 
to escape great bodily harm, but whether he believed, and had reason- 
able ground to believe, that such would be the result if he did not kill 
the deceased. 

While we cannot nonsuit in this case, because of the presumption of 
malice arising from killing with a deadly weapon, and the further fact 
that the burden is upon the prisoner to satisfy the jury of the facts and 
circumstances which will either mitigate the homicide or excuse it alto- 
gether, and further, because the jury must pass upon the credibility 
of the evidence, we ‘are of the opinion that, upon the evidence, as it is 
now presented, the court could well have instructed the jury, in accord- 
ance with S. v. Dixon, 75 N. C., at p. 278, that the innocence of the 
prisoner depends upon whether, from the whole testimony or from that 
of any witness, he himself at the time of the killing was without fault, 
and then had a reasonable ground to believe the attempt of the deceased 
was with the design of taking his life. S.v. Harris, 1 Jones (46 N.C.), 
190. It is not denied that the advance of the deceased with the knife was 
an assault. Was it made with a felonious intent, or did the prisoner 
have reasonable ground to believe it was? The reasonableness of his ap- 
prehensions was not a question to be decided by the prisoner or the court, 
but by the jury, to whom it was not submitted. Assuming that there 
was evidence from which the jury could infer that the prisoner had 
reasonable apprehension of the felonious intent, the remaining question 
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is, Was the prisoner himself without fault? That depends upon the 
evidence, upon which the jury must pass, though there may be very 
slight, if any, evidence that he was in fault. But the jury should say 
how it was, under instructions as to the law. 

The general rule is that one may oppose another attempting the perpe- 
tration of a felony, if need be, to the taking of the felon’s life; as in the 
case of a person attacked by another, intending to murder him, who 
thereupon ‘kills his assailant. He is justified. 2 Bishcp Cr. Law, see. 
832. A distinction which seems reasonable, and is supported by au- 
thority, is taken between assaults with felonious intent and assaults 
without felonious intent. In the latter the person assaulted may not 
stand his ground and kill his adversary, if there is anv way of escape 
open to him, though he 1s allowed to repel foree by force, and give blow 
for blow. In the former class, where the attack is made with murder- 
ous intent, the person attacked is under no obligation to fly; he may 
stand his ground and kill his adversary, if need be. 2 Bish, Cr. L., see. 
6333, and cases there cited. And so, Mr. East states the law to be. 
“A man may repel force by force, in defense of his perso, habitation, or 
property, against one who manifestly intends or endeavors, by violence 
or surprise, to commit a known felony, such as murder, rape, burglary, 
robbery, and the like, upon either. In these cases he i3 not obliged to 
retreat, but may pursue his adversary until he has secured himself from 
all danger; and if he kill him in so doing, it is called justifiable self- 
defense.” 1 East P. C., 271; 2 Bish. Cr. L., sec. 633. The American 
doctrine is to the same effect. “If the person thus assaulted, being 
himself faultless, reasonably apprehends death or great bodily harm to 
aimself, unless he kill the assailant, the killing is justifiable.” 2 Bish. 
Or. L., sec. 644. The above statement of the law is teken from JS. v. 
Dixon, 75 N. C., pp. 278, 279, 280, opinion by Justice Bynum. The 
questions arising in this case upon the prisoner’s right of self-defense 
are fully considered and discussed in S. v. Pollard, 168 N. C., 116; where 
S.v. Dixon, supra; S. v. Barrett, supra; S.v. Kimbrell, 151 N. C., 702, 
are approved. And Justice Allen said, in S. v. Johnson, 166 N. C., 392, 
referring to the cases just cited: “These authorities, and many others 
to the same effect, could be cited establishing the following propositions: 
(1) That one may kill in self-defense to prevent death or great bodily 
harm. (2) That he may kill when not necessary if he believe it to be 
so, and has a reasonable ground for the belief. (3) That the reasonable- 
ness of the belief must be judged by the facts and circumstances as they 
appear to the party charged at the time of the killing.” And in 8. ». 
Gray, 162 N. C., 618, by the same justice: “One may kill when neces- 
sary in self-defense to himself, his family, or his home, and he has the 
same right when not actually necessary if he believes it to be so, and 
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has a reasonable ground for the belief.” See S. v. Vann, 162 N. C., 
535; 8S. v. Robertson, 166 N. C., 356; S. v. Ray, tbid., 420. 

It all comes to this, that if the jury find that the prisoner did not 
fight willingly, except in the sense that he was compelled to do so in 
order to defend himself and was himself without fault, and he was 
feloniously or murderously attacked by the deceased, so that it reason- 
ably appeared to him, and he believed, that his life was in danger, or 
that he was about to receive great bodily harm, his right of self-defense 
was, in such a case, if found by the jury, complete and justifiable, and if 
he slew his adversary under such circumstances, the jury should acquit 
him. But there being the presumption of malice from the use of the 
deadly weapon, and, as we have said, the burden being upon the prisoner 
to show facts in mitigation or excuse of the homicide, and the credibility 
of the witnesses being for the jury to find, the case must be submitted 
to them with proper instructions, in accordance with the principles we 
have stated as especially applicable to this case. 

While the evidence of the prisoner’s guilt is very slight, we cannot 
find the facts, but must leave it to a properly instructed jury to do so, to 
whose province it properly belongs. 

The error of the court in its charge entitles the prisoner to another 
jury, and it is so ordered. 

New trial. 





STATE vy. ED. DILL. 
(Filed 27 September, 1922.) 


1. Appeal and Error—Objections and Exceptions—Briefs. 
The exceptions of the appellant are restricted to those considered in his 
brief on appeal. 


2. Instructions — Trials — Stenographer’s Notes-——~Evidence—Appeal and 
Error. 

It is not error for the Judge to permit a part of the evidence transcribed 
by the official stenographer to be read to the Jury at the request of the 
jurors upon their returning to the court from their deliberation of the 
case submitted to them, under instruction that it was only for the purpose 
of refreshing their minds, and objection that the corresponding evidence 
for the adverse party had not been read, is untenable, especially when 
his counsel were present and remained silent at the time. 


8. Instructions—Evidence—Credibility-—Rape. 


In an action for rape, a charge of the court that the delay of the prose- 
cutrix in making known the offense does not necessarily discredit her 
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testimony is not reversible error when, construed with the charge as a 
whole, it appears that the judge had properly instruct2d the jury as to 
the effect of such delay upon the credibility of her testimony. 


4. Same—Appeal and Error—Requests for Instruction——Prayers for In- 
struction. 


Where there is evidence that the prosecutrix in an action for rape did 
not make known the offense for several days thereafter. and has testified 
that it was in fear of her assailant, etc., an instruction that upon the 
credibility of her evidence the jury should consider her environment, etce., 
and ascertain from the evidence whether her conduct was attributable to 
her temperament or some other cause, is not objectionable as emphasizing 
the State’s contention when it appears from the charge that the prisoner 
clearly received the benefit of his defense thereto, and did not ask for a 
more definite statement of his contention. 


5. Rape—Outcry—Explanation—-Evidence—Presumptions—Questions for 
Jury—Trials. 


The failure of the prosecutrix to make outcry after the commission of 
rape on her by the prisoner raises only a presumption of the fact that she 
gave her consent, which she may explain by her testimony tending to show 
that she had remained silent for several days for shame, and for fear, 
under threats made on her life, etc., by the prisoner; and the presumption 
being one as to the fact, and not a rule of law, it presents a question of 
fact for the jury to decide by their verdict, under proper instructions from 
the court. 


Apprat by defendant from Connor, J., at June Special Term, 1922, 
of BravFrort. 

The prisoner was convicted of the crime of rape upon the person of 
one Mattie E. Williams, and appealed from the sentence of death pro- 
nounced by the court. A synopsis of the evidence is necessary to explain 
the exceptions. 

The State’s evidence tended to show the following circumstances. 
The prosecutrix is the wife of Samuel Williams. Their only child is 
two years of age. They lived at Dr. Mariner’s place, on the Pea Ridge 
road, about three miles from Belhaven, with the husband’s mother, sister, 
and brother. Mrs. Satterthwaite, a sister of the prosecutrix, lived at 
Hope Store, a quarter of a mile down the road. Seventy-five yards 
from the junction of the Pea Ridge and Belhaven roads was the Wil- 
liams mail box. Along the road between the Wiliams home and the 
mail box two-thirds of the adjoining land is cleared, and one-third in 
woods. There are two or three houses on the cleared land. At about 
eight in the morning of a Thursday in March, 1922, while her husband 
was working at a distance in the field, the prosecutrix went to the mail 
box, and from there to the home of her sister, where she remained per- 
haps fifteen minutes. She did not know how long it took her to walk to 
her sister’s. On her return home, impelled by sudden indisposition, she 
went into the woods, and while there was criminally assaulted by the 
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prisoner. She begged, pleaded, and struggled. After accomplishing 
his purpose, the prisoner said that if she told what he had done, he 
would kill her husband and the whole family. She had known the 
prisoner for some time, and he had never before offered her any indig- 
nity. As she walked home, she wept, but made no outery. On reaching 
home about 10 o’clock, she went first to her room for a minute or two 
and then to the cook-room, where she found her husband’s mother and 
sister. She remained there until dinner time, when her husband came. 
He was at home Thursday, Friday, and a part of Saturday. He and 
she occupied a room together. She mentioned the subject first to her 
husband on Sunday night after they had retired. In the meanwhile, she 
had frequently wept in his presence and had repeatedly refused to tell 
him the cause. She testified: “From the moment this occurred until 
I told my husband, my physical condition was such that I was just 
feeling it all the time, and I could not rest in any way, and when he 
mentioned anything to me, I couldn’t keep from crying; it would hurt 
his feelings and he would turn and go off and not say anything to me. 
I do not mean that he turned in anger. He would ask me if I was sick 
and didn’t want a doctor, and I told him no. He would ask what was 
the matter, and I would commence erying, and he would leave me. He 
couldn’t bear to see mecry. . . . I did not tell him before Sunday 
simply because I didn’t see how I could. Such a thing as that I would 
rather die than tell it; then he threatened our lives, that was a hard 
part, too; it made me fearful for myself and my family’s safety. : 
I did not mention it to him until Sunday night after we had gone to bed. 
I saw my sister a few minutes Sunday night. I lived with my sister 
before I was married, and we were fond of eaeh other.” 

The prosecutrix was corroborated by her husband, who said, also, that 
the prisoner came back to his home at 10:30; and Dr. Mariner testified 
that about a week after the assault was said to have occurred he exam- 
ined the prosecutrix and found her genital organs bruised and inflamed. 
There was evidence tending to show that the character of the prosecutrix 
and her husband is good. 

For the defendant there was evidence tending to show an alibi. 
Noland Davis testified that the prisoner came to his house at 7 o’clock 
Thursday morning, saying he had come from Williams’s and remained 
there until after the mail car passed, and that the two then went to 
Satterthwaite’s store, and were together until 9:45, when the prisoner 
said he had to go to Belhaven. J. B. Satterthwaite, a witness for the 
defendant, testified that he is a brother-in-law of the prosecutrix, and 
conducted a mercantile business at Hope Store; that the prosecutrix left 
his house at 8 o’clock going home; that between 6 and 7 o’clock the 
prisoner passed his store going to Williams’s, and about 10 o’clock came 
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to the store with Norval Davis and asked what time it was. He did 
not act as if drinking, and was not under the influence of liquor. The 
prisoner testified: “I went to Willhams’s house on Thursday morning. 
I stopped at Mr. Satterthwaite’s store. I was riding on my wheel and 
T left the store and went to Mr. Williams’s. He was in the kitchen. I 
went from the house to the stables to hitch up the mules. After the 
mules were hooked up, he told me to take my wheel and carry a package 
to Mr. Stevens. Stevens was a conjure doctor. He told me it was 
25 minutes of 8, or half-past 7 at that time. He told me to meet the 
fellow on the road. I went as far as Norval Davis’s. I stopped there 
and sat on the front porch and talked with Norval Davis until about 
half-past nine. I went from there to Mr. Satterthwaite’s store with 
Norval. We walked side by side, and I carried the wheel with me. 
Norval asked Mr. Satterthwaite to carry him to Hyde County, and 
Mr. Satterthwaite agreed to do it. I left about the same time they did. 
I rode my wheel. It was about 10 o’clock. I did nct pass anybody. 
The only time I saw Mrs. Williams that morning was through the win- 
dow. That was about 7 o’clock in the morning. When I got back I 
put my wheel over the fence. Mr. Williams was drinking some water 
from the kitchen well five or six steps from the kitchen, Mr. Williams 
asked me if I wanted anything. I told him I wanted some candy. He 
told me, “I haven’t anything very much for you to do,” and gave me a 
bush hook to work on the ditch. After I came out of the shop, I looked 
up the road and saw Dr. Mariner coming in. I went on down the field 
to go to Norval Davis’s around 7 o’clock in the morning. I did not see 
Mrs. Williams. On my way back from Satterthwaite’s store I did not 
see anybody. I worked in the field two hours, from 10 to 12. I stopped 
at 12 o’clock and walked out with Haywood. I asked h:m if he thought 
I had time to go home and get dinner. He said, yes, if [ didn’t take too 
long to eat. I didn’t go back to work for Mr. Willams that afternoon, 
because I stopped to get my corn, some new corn I wanted to plant. 
I worked for Mr. John Craddock that evening, and on Saturday I went 
to Leechville. Saturday evening I went to Belhaven; coming back I 
went to Mr. Williams’s. J saw Mr. Williams, Mrs. Williams, and their 
mother. I bought some baking powder. I went to Belhaven with 
Mr. Williams Sunday morning. We went to see the conjure doctor. 
I don’t know a thing about the crime against Mrs. Williams.” There 
was evidence tending to corroborate the prisoner’s theory. 

In rebuttal, a witness for the State, Lesofsky, said: “I had a con- 
versation with Ed. Dill about this matter while he wes in the jail at 
Belhaven. I have known Dill for 20 years. I saw a crowd and went 
to the jail. I didn’t know who it was at the time, bit found it was 
Ed. Dill. There was a crowd on the corner, two or three, or more. 
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There was nobody there except me and him, when I spoke to him. I 
went to see him just for. curiosity. No one heard the conversation 
except him and me. Nothing said by me, or anybody, by way of threats 
or inducements. I said, ‘Ed., what in the devil are you doing in here?’ 
He said, ‘I was drunk, I got a white woman, and the white woman said 
I done something to her, but I wouldn’t dispute her word.’ I didn’t 
say anything to him then. He was sober and not frightened.” 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
W.C. Rodman, Ward & Grimes, and Daniel & Carter for prisoner. 


Apvams, J. During the progress of the trial, as a matter of caution, 
we presume, the prisoner’s counsel entered of record twenty-one excep- 
tions, but they have restricted their brief to a consideration of only five. 
All not included in the brief are deemed to be abandoned. Rule 34, 
174 N. C., 887; Amended Rule, 182 N. C., 922; 8S. v. Freeman, 146 
N.C., 615; Britt v. R. B., 148 N. C., 37; S. v. Spivey, 151 N. C., 679. 

The first to be considered is exception 17. The charge was concluded 
in the afternoon, and after deliberating three or four hours, the jury 
returned to the court room and one of the jurors requested that the 
testimony of the prosecutrix be read by the stenographer. The court 
thereupon cautioned the jury that they must rely upon their recollection, 
and that the reading of the testimony should be permitted only for the 
purpose of refreshing their memory. The stenographer then read the 
evidence of the prosecutrix taken on the direct examination, whereupon 
the juror who had made the request said, “That is all I want.” The 
prisoner excepted because the court did not require the stenographer to 
read the evidence taken on cross-examination, and the testimony of the 
witnesses who had been examined by the defense. The prisoner and his 
counsel were present, and they neither made request to this effect nor 
intimated disapproval of his Honor’s order or instruction. Surely this 
exception is entirely without merit. The prisoner’s silence may well be 
deemed a waiver of his right to object after the verdict is returned. 
Davis v. Keen, 142 N. C., 502; Summons v. Davenport, 140 N. C., 407; 
S. v. Yates, 155 N. C., 455; S. v. Willoughby, 180 N. C., 677. 

Exception 18: At the same time a juror requested further instruc- 
tion as to the legal effect of Mrs. Williams’s delay in telling her husband 
of the assault. The prisoner excepted to this instruction: “The mere 
fact that she delayed in making her statement does not in itself dis- 
credit her testimony.” His Honor had previously said that her delay 
was a circumstance to be considered in determining her credibility, and 
subsequently, that her conduct after the alleged assault should be weighed 
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in finding whether she had told the truth—in finding whether it im- 
paired, discredited, or corroborated her testimony. The exception must 
be overruled. Where the charge taken in its entirety fairly and cor- 
rectly presents the law it will afford no ground for reversing the judg- 
ment, even if an isolated expression should be found to be technically 
inaccurate. S. v. Exum, 188 N. C., 602; Hodges v. Wilson, 165 N. C., 
323; White v. Hines, 182 N. C., 289. 

Exceptions 19, 20: In response to a juror’s inquiry, the court in- 
structed the jury to consider the environment, training, and experience 
of the prosecutrix, while investigating the reason of her delay in making 
known the assault, and to ascertain from the evidence whether her con- 
duct was attributable to her temperament or to some other cause. The 
prisoner excepted to the instruction on the ground that the court empha- 
sized the State’s contention regarding her failure to make outery with- 
out sufficient explanation of the circumstances on which the prisoner 
relied. But a careful perusal satisfies us that the charge, instead of 
being subject to this criticism, embodies a clear presentation of the 
circumstances relied on to establish the defense. Besides, the prisoner 
made no request for more specific instructions or for a more definite 
statement of his contentions on any phase of the evidence. Sammons 
v. Davenport, supra; S. v. Yates, supra. 

The ninth is the prisoner’s cardinal exception. It is made to rest 
upon the decision in 8S. v. Stines, 1388 N. C., 686, and is addressed to his 
Honor’s modification of a requested instruction that it was incumbent 
on the State, if it could do so, to show that the prosecutrix made outcry 
soon after the occurrence, and that her failure to do so was a suspicious 
circumstance, tending to impeach her credibility. The instruction given 
was as follows: “It has been suggested that it was incumbent upon the 
State, if it could do so, to show that the prosecutrix made an outcry at 
or shortly after the occurrence; and her failure to do so from Thursday 
morning until Sunday night, and keeping to herself the facts of the 
assault, unless satisfactorily explained to you by the evidence, would be 
a suspicious circumstance against her as to the credibility of her testi- 
mony. ‘The fact, however, that she made no disclosure to any person 
from Thursday until Sunday does not mean that you must disregard 
her testimony, but it is a fact and circumstance to be considered by you 
as to what effect you ought to give it in determining the credibility of 
her testimony.” The prisoner excepted to the interpolation of the 
phrase “unless satisfactorily explained to you by the evidence.” 

In the History of the Pleas of the Crown, 633, Sir Matthew Hale 
said: “The party ravished may give evidence upon oath, and is in law 
a competent witness; but the credibility of her testimony, and how far 
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forth she is to be believed, must be left to the jury, and is more or less 
credible according to the circumstances of fact that concur in that testi- 
mony. 

“For instance, if the witness be of good fame, if she presently dis- 
covered the offense and made pursuit after the offender, showed circum- 
stances and signs of the injury, whereof many are of that nature, that 
only women are the most proper examiners and inspectors, if the place 
wherein the fact was done was remote from people, inhabitants, or 
passengers, if the offender fled for it; these and the like are concurring 
evidences to give greater probability to her testimony, when proved by 
others as well as herself, 

“But on the other side, if she concealed the injury for any consider- 
able time after she had opportunity to complain, if the place where the 
fact was supposed to be committed were near to inhabitants, or common 
recourse or passage of passengers, and she made no outcry when the fact 
was supposed to be done, when and where it is probable she might be 
heard by others; these and the like circumstances carry a strong pre- 
sumption that her testimony is false or feigned.” See East’s Pleas of 
the Crown, 445; 4 Bl. Com., 214. The principle crystallized in Hale’s 
statement has received the approval of eminent jurists; but the words 
“strong presumption” must not be accepted as implying a rule or pre- 
sumption of law, but merely an inference of fact. The origin of the 
rule admitting evidence of the woman’s timely disclosure or failure to 
complain is involved in doubt. By some the admission of such evidence 
is said to be a survival of the practice which prevailed in early times of 
recelving previous statements of a witness not under oath for the pur- 
pose of corroboration; and by others, a perverted survival of the rule 
which required the injured woman to make hue and ery. The latter 
custom is referred to by Bracton, fol. 147: ‘When, therefore, a virgin 
has been so deflowered and overpowered, . . . forthwith and whilst 
the act is fresh, she ought to repair with hue and cry to the neighboring 
vills, and there display to honest men the injury done to her, the blood, 
and her dress stained with blood, and the tearing of her dress; and so 
she ought to go to the provost of the hundred and to the sergeant of the 
lord, the king, and to the coroners, and to the viscount:” Whatever the 
origin of the rule, the best of judges in ancient and modern times concur 
in saying that the woman’s conduct is relevant in determining the ques- 
tion of her consent. Evidence that she made outcry tends to show non- 
consent, and the want of it is a circumstance to be considered in favor 
of the accused. Underhill on Cr. Ev., 470, sec. 411; 8. v. Peter, 53 
N. C., 21. In Peter’s case, Pearson, C. J., expressed the idea in the 
following language: “The fact that the witness Narcissa did not make 
known or complain of the outrage which had been perpetrated on her 
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for two weeks was presented to the jury by his Honor as a circumstance 
which affected her credibility. This portion of the charge is excepted 
to on the ground that he ought to have gone further and told the jury 
that her not making an earlier disclosure raised a presumption of false- 
hood, to be acted on by the jury in the absence of any proof to rebut it. 

“Tt is not a rule of law that silence, under such circumstances, raises 
a presumption that the witness has sworn falsely. The passages in the 
books to which reference was made on the argument u3e the word ‘pre- 
sumption,’ not as a rule of law, but as inference of fact, and treat of 
silence as a circumstance tending strongly to impeach “he credibility of 
the witness, on the ground that a forcible violation of her person so 
outrages the female instinct that a woman not only will make an outcry 
for aid at the time, but will instantly and involuntarily, after its perpe- 
tration, seek some one to whom she can make knowr. the injury and 
give vent to her feelings. The want of this demonstration of feeling or 
‘involuntary outburst’ is treated of as a circumstance tending to show 
consent on her part; but it is nowhere held that this female instinct is so 
strong and unerring as to have been made the foundation of a rule of 
law, as distinguished from a rule in respect to evidenc2 and the weight 
to which it is entitled, which is a matter for the jury.” 9. v. Smith, 
138 N. C., 700. 

While the silence or delay of the prosecutrix in complaining may be 
urged to lessen the force or credibility of her evidence, it is equally 
unquestionable that her delay may be explained or excused by proof of 
sufficient cause therefor. Among causes that have been held to excuse 
such delay Underhill mentions shame, threats of the prisoner, and fear of 
injury. Or, Ev., 470. If in the estimation of the jury the evidence 
reconciles the woman’s silence with her nonconsent—+. e., shows sufficient 
explanation or excuse—her failure to make complairt should not be 
deemed a “suspicious circumstance” tending to show that she consented 
to the act. This we understand to be the sum and substance of his 
Honor’s modified instruction. 

The evidence discloses circumstances that are uncommon, if not sin- 
gular in their kind. The prosecutrix made no outcry, gave no alarm, 
and uttered no complaint for more than three days; two hours after the 
occurrence the prisoner was at work in a field near her home; on Satur- 
day he saw the prosecutrix, her husband, and his mother, and on Sunday 
went with her husband to Belhaven. If the theory of the State be 
accepted, the prosecutrix, resisting to the utmost, tried to make outcry 
and could not; afterward she suffered the torture of shame and the fear 
of death; she was physically injured; and the prisoner practically ad- 
mitted his guilt. The courts do not presume to reconcile conflicts or 
inconsistencies of testimony in a judicial proceeding. This duty must 
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be discharged by another agency of the law. Advocates of the jury 
system who admit that it does not merit all the encomiums it has 
received, are pronounced in the conviction that wherever the element of 
a moral doubt enters into the consideration of a case, it can best be 
weighed on the’ balance of probabilities by a proper tribunal. Con- 
cerned with the law, the courts are not inclined to disturb this prevail- 
ing assurance. 

Owing to the gravity of the offense with which the prisoner is charged, 
we have examined all the exceptions in the record, in favorem vitae, and 
find 

No error. 





STATE y. ROBERT W. MAYNARD anp WALTER McGEHEE. 
(Filed 4 October, 1922.) 


1. Evidence—Criminal Law-——Preliminary Hearings—Trials—W itnesses— 
Testimony as to Evidence at Former Hearing—Common Law. 


Under the common-law rule, where a witness in a criminal action on 
the preliminary trial in a court having jurisdiction, has been examined 
by the State under oath, in the presence of the defendant, to whom the 
right to cross-examine has been accorded, and being bound over to the 
Superior Court, it has been properly made to appear that his presence 
had wrongfully been prevented at the trial by the act of procurement of 
the defendant, it is competent, at the second trial, to show, by the testi- 
mony of another witness, that he was present at the preliminary trial, 
and to his own knowledge the absent witness had there sworn to a certain 
state of facts relevant to the inquiry. 


2. Same—Stenographer’s Notes. 


In the above case the stenographer’s transcribed notes, taken at the pre- 
liminary trial of a criminal action, are competent evidence on the second 
hearing of what a witness had testified on the former one, when the 
stenographer, as a witness, has testified that his notes are substantially 
correct; and they come within the common-law rule as to the admissi- 
bility of evidence of this character. 


3. Same—Constitutional Law—Right of Accused. 

The common-law rule of evidence, allowing, upon the second trial of @ 
criminal action, testimony of a witness of the evidence given by a witness 
on the preliminary trial, under the conditions specified, does not deprive 
the defendant of his constitutional right to confront his accuser and his 
witnesses, Const., Art. I, sec. 11, this right having already been accorded 
him on the preliminary hearing. 


4, Evidence—Criminal Law—Common-law Rule—Preliminary Hearings— 
Statutes. 

Our various statutes relating to the introduction of testimony at the 

second trial of evidence introduced in the preliminary hearing of a crimi- 

nal action does not affect the common-law rule, but it is an extension of 
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its principle, making it only necessary when the statutory provisions as 
to the making of the written record, its correction, signature by the 
witness, etc., have been complied with, to sufficiently iclentify the record 
for its admission as evidence upon the second trial. C. S., 4560, 4563, 4572. 


5. Evidence — Criminal Law—Preliminary Hearings—Trials—Procuring 
Absence of Witness—Questions for Court—Questions for Jury. 


The findings of the trial Judge, in his sound discretion, and upon suffi- 
cient evidence, that the defendant had wrongfully procured the absence 
of a witness at the second hearing, whose evidence on the preliminary 
hearing was permitted to be testified to by another wituess is conclusive 
of this question on appeal, when this discretion has not been abused by 
him; and a requested instruction that makes this finding a question for 
the jury, is properly refused. 


6. Appeal and Error—TInstructions—Harmless Error—(Criminal Law—- 
Trials. 


Where two defendants are on trial for the breaking into and stealing 
from a store at night, and there is evidence of the admission of one of 
them that he, with the other, was in an automobile in f'ront of the store 
on the night in question, and the court has given the requested instruc- 
tion that one of them should not be bound by the admission of the other, 
it is harmless error for indefiniteness as to time and place, for the judge 
to qualify the requested instruction by adding, “unless the circumstances 
go to show that they were together that night,” there being plenary evi- 
dence that both defendants were then acting in pursuance of the unlawful 
design, and the one who admitted the fact was dominated by the one who 
excepted to the instruction. 


Apprat by defendant from Allen, J., at June Term, 1922, of Vance. 

Defendants, Robert Maynard and Walter McGehee, with two others, 
Guy Barnes and Raymond Taylor, were indicted for felonious breaking 
into the store of the prosecutors, A. J. and C. 8. Smith, with intent to 
steal, ete. Second, for stealing a number of articles from said store- 
house, and with a count in the bill for receiving the articles knowing 
that they were so stolen, ete. Guy Barnes having made his escape from 
prison, and being at the time a fugitive from justice, and Raymond 
Taylor being absent, the first named defendants only were on trial. 

There was evidence on the part of the State tending to show that on 
the night of 22 March, 1922, the store of the prosecutors was broken 
into and several articles of the property described in the bill stolen there- 
from, and that the four defendants named in the bill were guilty parties. 
It further appeared that in May, 1922, at a preliminary trial before the 
recorder’s court, defendants being present, Guy Barnes having been duly 
sworn, testified as a witness, defendants Maynard and McGehee being 
present, and that personally and by counsel said Barnes was cross- 
examined in behalf of the defendants now on trial. That said Barnes 
gave in detail the doings of the four defendants named, on the night the 
store was robbed, stating, among other things, that the four were in 
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McGehee’s car, and went to one Manning’s, where they procured an 
acetylene torch and some cutting points, two of them saying it was their 
intent to rob the bank, but being persuaded from this enterprise by 
Barnes on the ground that it was beyond their skill and intelligence, 
they rode in the car to several points in the county, and finally, about 
four a. m. they broke into the store of the prosecutors, and several 
articles were stolen. There was much other evidence tending to support 
the account of the witness Barnes, identifying the car and the defend- 
ants, who were met at different places during the night, and that the 
occupants of this car were the persons who committed the robbery. It 
was shown that this testimony of Barnes was given under oath after he 
had been duly warned of his rights, and that defendants now on trial 
had subjected him to cross-examination. That the said evidence was 
taken down by a stenographer, who was first duly sworn, and who had 
preserved his notes and transcribed same. It appeared that at the close 
of the preliminary hearing before the recorder, the defendants were 
bound over to Superior Court, the two defendants on trial giving bond, 
and Barnes being committed to jail. 

There was evidence offered on a preliminary inquiry to the effect that 
some time before the trial Barnes had escaped from custody and was 
now a fugitive from justice, and that this escape had been brought about 
by the aid and procurement of the defendants now on trial, and on hear- 
ing the evidence, the court so found. The State then introduced the 
stenographer, who, after being duly sworn, testified that he took the 
stenographic notes of Barnes’ evidence on the preliminary investigation; 
that same was taken correctly, and had been accurately transcribed by 
him, and he had the notes with him, and by the aid of the notes he could 
give the testimony of Barnes as delivered on the preliminary hearing. 

The court having found, as stated, on a preliminary inquiry, that the 
escape and absence of Barnes was by the aid and procurement of present 
defendants, allowed the stenographer to state to the jury the evidence of 
Barnes before the recorder, to which ruling defendants excepted. In 
connection with this ruling, the stenographer further stated that his 
notes of the evidence were not read over to Barnes, nor signed by him 
at the close of his evidence, nor was a copy of same filed with the clerk. 

In apt time, defendants, in writing, asked the court to charge the 
jury as follows: “It is a principle of law that persons charged with 
the commission of crime are entitled to be confronted by the witnesses, 
who shall be examined in the presence of the jury and the parties. This 
prosecution depends largely upon the testimony of Guy Barnes given 
before the recorder of Vance County, given upon the preliminary hear- 
ing of this case, as stated by the witness Oliver. This testimony is not 
admissible, and ought not to be considered by you against the defendant, 
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unless it shall appear to you from the evidence that Barnes is absent by 
the inducement or other act of the defendant.” Praver refused, and 
defendants excepted. 

There was verdict of guilty against both defendants, judgment, and 
defendant Maynard excepted and appealed. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
Jasper B. Hicks and Thomas M. Pittman for defendant. 


Hoxs, J. Defendant Maynard, who alone appeals, objects to the 
validity of this conviction on account, chiefly, of the edmission of the 
testimony of the stenographer by which the evidence of the accomplice, 
Barnes, was placed before the jury, and on the ground: (1) that he was 
not properly confronted with the accusing witnesses; (2) that the evi- 
dence of said witness was not completed, attested, or ffled as required by 
the statute in order to a proper reception of such evidence. 

In regard to the first position, it is a recognized principle of trials 
at common law that where, in a judicial proceedings before a court 
having power to compel the attendance of witnesses, administer oaths, 
and hear evidence pertinent to the inquiry, a witness has given his 
evidence and the defendants are present and have the right and have 
been afforded opportunity to cross-examine the witness, such testimony, 
when properly attested and verified, may be introducec. and used on a 
second trial of the cause against said defendants, where the witness is 
since dead, or has become hopelessly or permanently insane, or is wrong- 
fully absent from the trial by the acts and procurement of the defend- 
ants. And by the weight of authority when the witness has departed 
from the jurisdiction of the court and become permanently a nonresi- 
dent. 8S. v. Bridgers, 87 N. C., 562; S. v. Thomas, 64 N. C., 75; 8. v. 
Valentine, 29 N. C., 225; Mattox v. U. S., 156 U. S., 237-249-244; 
Reynolds v. U. §., 98 U. S., 145; People v. Elliott, 172 N. Y., 146; 
Commonwealth v. Richards, 35 Mass., 434; State v. John Nelson, 68 
Kansas, 556; Trial of Lord Morley, 6 Howell State Trials, 770. 

These authorities proceed upon the principle fully approved with us 
that in the cases specified, the right and privilege of a defendant in a 
criminal case to confront the accuser and his witnesses, as contained in 
Art. I, sec. 11, of our Constitution, is fully accorded by the opportunity 
given to meet and cross-examine them at the former trial, and that the 
position referred to in no way offends against the constitutional guar- 
antee. 

As to the second ground of this objection, our legislation as to these 
preliminary examinations appearing in C. §., ch. 83, art. 1, sec. 4560, 
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provides that “the evidence given by the several witnesses examined 
shall be reduced to writing by the magistrate, or under his direction, and 
shall be signed by the witnesses respectively, ete.,” and in section 4563: 
“That the answers of a prisoner shall be reduced to writing. They shall 
be read to the prisoner, who may correct or add to them, and when made 
conformable to what he declares is the truth, they shall be certified and 
signed by the magistrate.” And in section 4572: “That all examina- 
tions had pursuant to the provisions of this chapter shall be certified 
by the magistrate, taking the same to the court at which the witnesses 
are bound to appear, within twenty days after taking of the same, ete., 
and the examinations taken and subscribed as herein prescribed may be 
used as evidence before the grand jury, and on the trial of the accused, 
provided he was present at the taking thereof, and had opportunity to 
hear the same and to cross-examine deposing witnesses, and if such 
witness be dead or so ill as not to be able to travel, or by procurement 
or connivance of the defendant has removed from the State, or is of 
unsound mind.” 

It will be noted that this examination was never either subscribed 
or certified, nor was it read over to the witness Barnes or approved by 
him, said Barnes being then a defendant, and we concur in the view of 
defendant’s counsel that the stenographer’s notes do not comply or come 
within the provisions of the statute. But a proper perusal of this legis- 
lation will disclose that the same is in extension of the common-law 
principle which we are considering, that its purpose was to make these 
preliminary examinations, when properly taken, certified, and filed, in 
the nature of an official record, to be read in evidence on mere identifica- 
tion, and that it does not and was not intended to restrict or trench upon 
the common-law principle that evidence of this kind, when repeated by 
a witness under a proper oath, and who can and does swear that his 
statements contain the substance of the testimony as given by the dead 
or absent witness, shall be received in evidence on the second trial. 
And well considered authority is to the effect that stenographers’ notes, 
when the stenographer who took them goes on the stand and swears that 
they are accurate and correctly portray the evidence as given by the 
witness, come well within the principle. 

Speaking to this question, in the case of Mattox v. U. 8., supra, at 
p. 244, Associate Justice Brown said: “That all the authorities hold 
that a copy of stenographic report of his entire former testimony, sup- 
ported by the oath of the stenographer that it is a correct transcript of 
his notes and of the testimony of the deceased witness, is competent 
evidence of what he said.” And the principle is approved by us in 
Settee v. R. R., 171 N. C., 440. In that case it was held, among other 
things, as follows: “The testimony of a witness, stenographically taken 
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at a former trial, who is absent from the State under such circumstances 
that his return is merely contingent or conjectural, may be received as 
evidence on a subsequent trial of the same cause of action when its cor- 
rectness is testified to by the official stenographer who took and trans- 
scribed it, and there is no suggestion that the record thereof was not 
full and entirely accurate. As to whether this will apply when the 
witness is temporarily absent, quere.” 

Defendant excepts further to the refusal of the court. to give his spe- 
cial prayer for instructions, but such an objection canno* for a moment 
be sustained. The prayer, as shown above, embodies the proposition, in 
effect, that although the court on a preliminary hearing and with ample 
evidence in support of the position had found that the witness Barnes 
was absent by procurement of the defendant, that the evidence of the 
witness is inadmissible, and should not be considered by the jury, unless 
they should find from the evidence that Barnes is absent by the induce- 
ment or other act of defendant. And all the authorities on the subject 
so far as examined are to the effect that this question of admitting the 
evidence and the pertinent findings preliminary thereto, are for the 
courts and not for the jury; that they are referred primarily to the 
sound discretion of the trial judge, and his action thereon will not be 
disturbed on exception or appeal unless there has been manifest abuse 
of such discretion. Reynolds v. U. S., p. 145, supra; State v. Wiggins, 
50 La. Ann., 3380; People v. Bruno Lewandowski, 143 Oal., 574; Rex 
v. Stephenson, 9th Cox Cr. App., 156. 

In the Reynolds case, supra, Chief Justice Waite, speaking to the 
question, said: “Such being the rule, the question becomes practically 
one of fact, to be settled as a preliminary to the admission of secondary 
evidence. In this respect it is like the preliminary question of the proof 
of loss of a written instrument before secondary evidence of the con- 
tents of the instrument can be admitted. In Lord Morley’s case, supra, 
it would seem to have been considered a question for the trial court 
alone, and not subject to review on error or appeal; but w-thout deeming 
it necessary in this case to go so far as that, we have no hesitation in 
saying that the finding of the court below is at least to have the effect of 
the verdict of a jury upon a question of fact, and should not be disturbed 
unless the error is manifest.” The objection, therefore, is overruled. 

Again, on the trial, one of the prosecutor’s witnesses had testified that 
McGehee, at the preliminary trial in Henderson, had made the statement 
and sworn to it that he, McGehee, had been in the front of the store that 
was broken into, and counsel for appellant requested the ecurt to instruct 
the jury that the statement made by McGehee could not be considered as 
against Maynard. ‘The court gave the instruction with the qualification 
“unless the circumstances go to show that they were together that night.” 
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This statement of the witness, as it appears in the record, is so indefi- 
nite, giving neither time nor circumstance, that the statement itself, and 
anything that concerns it, might well be disregarded—but conceding that 
the statement referred to such time as would make it a pertinent cir- 
cumstance, the entire evidence tended to show that the parties, McGehee 
and Maynard, were together that night, seen at different places, and 
evidently engaged in a common purpose in which Maynard appeared to 
be a leader, and McGehee running the car they were using, his own car. 
The car that had been at the store was very well identified by the pecu- 
liarity of the marks made by two of its wheels on the ground. It was 
tracked into the Perry plantation, and in the early forenoon after the 
robbery, coming out of the Perry plantation, at a point where it had 
stalled, and both of the present defendants trying to get it up a hill. 
And this qualification of his Honor, even if technically erroneous, was 
of such slight significance that it could have had no appreciable effect 
on the verdict, and should not be held for reversible error. In Powell 
v. R. R., 178 N. C., 248-248, the Court, in reference to some immaterial 
objection, said: “This cause requiring much time and work, has been 
fully and carefully tried with the assistance of competent, alert, and 
diligent counsel on both sides, the determinative issues have been fairly 
decided, and the result of the hearing should not be disturbed unless it 
appears that appellant’s defense has been in some way prejudiced.” 
And further: “In a well considered opinion by Associate Justice 
Walker, in Brewer v. Ring, 177 N. C., 476, it was said, ‘Courts do not 
lightly grant reversals or set aside verdicts on grounds which show the 
alleged error to be harmless, or where the appellant could have sustained 
no injury fromit. There should be something like a practical treatment 
of a motion to reverse, and it should not be granted except to subserve 
the ends of substantial justice,’ citing Hilliard on New Trials (2 ed.), 
secs. 1-7,” 

On careful consideration, we are of opinion that no reversible error 
appears in the record, and the judgment of the trial court is affirmed. 

No error. 
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STATE v. WILLIAM JENKS. 
(Filed 11 October, 1922.) 


Appeal and Error—Improper Remarks of Counsel—Jurry—Absence of 
Defendant’s Witnesses—Objections and Exceptions-—Prayers for In- 
struction—Evidence—Nonsuit—Trials. 


Where there is evidence that the defendant and others were present, 
participating in the operation of a still, evidently being in use at the 
time and extensively in the manufacture of liquor, who had left to avoid 
arrest; and conflicting evidence whether or not it was the defendant who 
was seen to help another put the cap on the still, there was sufficient to 
sustain a verdict of guilty, without the necessity of proving this single 
fact as to the cap; and the remarks of the solicitor to the jury comment- 
ing upon the absence of defendant’s witness to prove that he did not 
help with the cap, is regarded as harmless, and upon an immaterial point, 
especially as the defendant’s attorney permitted the solicitor’s remarks 
to go unchallenged at the time, and did not offer special prayers for 
instruction thereon. 


Apprat by defendant from Devin, J., at July Term, 1922, of Waxe. 

The defendant was indicted jointly with Wilson Wagoner, Luther 
Clark, Ed. Marshall, and one Bowling for the illicit distilling of whiskey 
and aiding therein. He was convicted, sentenced, and appealed. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
Armistead Jones & Son for defendant. 


Crarx, C.J. The evidence of the State showed that on 4 February, 
1922, the officers, Sears and Howard, found a distillery plant being 
operated in Wake County by the defendant Jenks, Wilson Wagoner, 
Luther Clark, Ed. Marshall, and one Bowling. The still was on the 
furnace, and nearby were large boxes containing beer ready for distilla- 
tion. Ed. Marshall testified that the defendant Jenks and Bowling put 
the cap on the still. From appearances about the still, there had been 
much whiskey made there before. At the time Sears and Howard came 
up the cap had been put on the still and the still was running. 

Upon the evidence it does not seem that it was material whether the 
defendant Jenks put the cap on the still if, as the uncontradicted evi- 
dence shows, that the defendants and others named were at the still and 
it was running when the officers went up toit. Sears testified that when 
he and Howard went up to the still there were five men there: “Jenks, 
the defendant, Wilson Wagoner, Luther Clark, Marshall, and another 
man we did not recognize. All were white men. The still was located 
about a mile from Jenks’ house.” 
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He further said: “I got in 24 steps of those parties, and they left 
the still as we went on up. I found the still and the copper was in the 
furnace and it was running. I did not see any whiskey; I did not know 
but they said the worm was on. I saw two stands of beer; there was one 
barrel and a box something like two-thirds full. One of the boxes was 
six or seven feet long, and something like four or five feet wide, and the 
other, three or four feet square. They would average something like 
two and a half feet deep. There was beer in one of the boxes. I did 
not see any of the parties named at work at the still. As I went up to 
the still there was a gun between us and Mr. Jenks, and as Mr. Jenks 
started off he walked back and picked up the gun and he went about 
thirty or fifty yards. It was a shotgun. I did not go to where Jenks 
stopped. I did not have any conversation with him, or the others, 
except Marshall, that night. From the appearance around the still 
there had been a whole lot of whiskey made there. There was a little 
ditch leading to the branch and it was full of slops, and all the stands 
had been filled. I could not tell how much had been run out that way, 
and the space was as long as from here to the back of the court room, 
and it was in a little trench place.” After giving other details, he said: 
“T saw these men when we got within 24 steps of the still. When we got 
that near Jenks started off and went back and got his gun. He made 
no effort to run, but walked off to the branch. He did not undertake to 
use the gun.” 

Ed. Marshall testified for the State to the same state of facts. He 
said: ‘Bowling and Jenks put the cap on. It was copper. Jenks sat 
down on the keg. He put his gun by the side of a pine. The cap had 
been on three or four minutes before Sears and Howard came up.” 

On cross-examination he stated that he had never seen any one at 
work there at the still except Bowling and defendant Jenks; that Clark, 
Wagoner, and Bowling were filling up the still. Jenks helped; he took 
hold of it and set it down. Bowling took up the sack and set it down on 
a keg. Bowling took up the cap and Jenks took hold of it and put it 
down in there. It took about 4 or 5 minutes to do this. I don’t know 
that Bowling was in charge of the operation. He was helping fill up 
the still with beer. 

There was other evidence in corroboration for the State. The defend- 
ant put on no evidence. 

The defendant in this Court put his argument chiefly upon the follow- 
ing statement by the solicitor. The solicitor in the course of his argu- 
ment said: “The defendant could have had other witnesses who were 
testified to have been present at the still, who could have been put on the 
stand to prove that he did not put the cap on the still. They are here 
in the courthouse to prove that he did not put the cap on the still (men- 
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tioning the names of the defendant’s witnesses), who were testified to 
have been present at the still, but whom he did not put on the stand 
to prove that he did not put the cap on the still.” 

It appears in the record that Wilson Wagoner and Luther Clark had 
been disposed of at March Term, 1922, and that the defendant Norman 
Bowling had never been taken. It also appears tha: the defendant 
Ed. Marshall testified on this trial. 

It would seem from the statement of the judge that these witnesses 
named by the solicitor were present in the court room. It is a reason- 
able inference, and there was no finding asked or made which defendant’s 
able counsel would have done, had they not been present. We cannot 
presume that they were not for the presumption is of the correctness 
of the proceedings below. 

There can be no presumption that the solicitor untruthfully stated 
that the witnesses, whose names he mentioned, were not in the court 
room, or that the judge was a party to such statement, if untrue, by 
refusing to make him correct it. 

But even if they were not present, of which there 1s ro proof or find- 
ing, it would have been harmless error, for in view of the testimony in 
this case it was immaterial whether the defendant pu: the cap on or 
not, or, indeed, whether the cap was on. 

In 8. v. Blackwell, 180 N. C., 733, where the defendant was arrested, 
as here, at an obscure place suitable for making whiskev, the still being 
complete except for the cap and worm, which would not be needed in 
a week (the meal, however, being reduced to beer), Allen, J., said that 
though the defendant had not produced any completed product, and the 
cap and worm were not present, there was evidence, as in this case, that 
the still had been used before and this was sufficient evidence to justify 
the conviction. 

In this case the evidence was that the still was in operation; that 
much whiskey had been manufactured there; that this defendant was 
caught there with the other men charged in the indictment, and that he 
and all of them left immediately when the officers appeared. 

In S. v. Jones, 77 N. C., 520, it was held no error that the solicitor 
commented on the failure of the defendant to examine one Whitley, who 
had been sworn as a witness. In S. v. Johnston, 88 N. C., 623, the Court 
held that it was not reversible error that the solicitor in his argument 
said: “If the defendant did not make the tracks, who did? If the 
defendant did not make them, if they were made by another, the defend- 
ant ought to show it.” 

In 8S. v. Kiger, 115 N. C., 746, where the defendant, as in this case, 
introduced no testimony, the counsel for the prosecution, addressing the 
Jury, said the defendant had called ten witnesses and had them present 
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himself, but that he had failed to show by any witness where he was that 
night. Again he said, addressing the defendant himself: “Your 
brother, Jack Kiger, knows whether you brought that brandy to his 
house; he is here in the court room. Why, if you did not carry it there 
and conceal it, did you not show it by him?” The Court held that this 
was not grounds for a new trial. 

In 8. v. Costner, 127 N. C., 566, the solicitor commented on the fact 
that the defendant had able counsel and had not brought a witness to 
show or explain where he spent that night. The Court held that on the 
facts of that case such comment was not out of place. In S. v. Goode, 
132 N. C., at p. 984, the Court held that the solicitor’s remarks were 
improper solely because he stated that the unexamined witness had been 
subpcenaed, and there was proof to the contrary. In this case, however, 
there was no such statement. 

The other exceptions do not require discussion. The verdict of the 
jury was in accordance with the evidence (which was uncontradicted) 
and the law. 8S. v. Perry, 179 N. C., 718; 8. v. Blackwell, 180 N. C., 
733. 

No error. 





STATE v. LEE FULCHER. 
(Filed 18 October, 1922.) 


1. Criminal Law—Evidence—Nonsuit—Statutes. 


Where the State’s evidence and that of the defendant is substantially 
to the same effect, in an action for an assault, and tends only to exculpate 
the defendant, his motion as of nonsuit after all the evidence has been 
introduced, considering it as a whole, should be sustained. C. S., 4643. 

2, Same—Assault—Parent and Child—Right of Parent to Protect His 
Child. 

The father may shield his child from the assault of another to the extent 
necessary for the purpose without himself being guilty of an assault; and 
where he has done so, without the use of excessive force, as appears from 
all the evidence in the case, his motion as of nonsuit at the close of his 
evidence should be granted. C. 8., 4643. 


WALKER and ADAMS, JJ., dissent. 


ApprraL by defendant from Cranmer, J., at March Term, 1922, of 
CARTERET. 
Criminal prosecution, charging the defendant with an assault on one 


Malissa Sharp. 
From an adverse verdict and judgment of six months on the roads, the 
defendant appealed. 
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Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
Charles L. Abernethy and Julius F. Duncan for defendant. 


Stacy, J. Malissa Sharp and her husband, Ed. Sharp, were tenants 
of the defendant, living on his farm; and in the same house the defend- 
ant’s mother occupied a room on the second floor. It was the habit of 
the defendant’s boy, a child about four years old, to visit his grand- 
mother, and the boy soon became a source of annoyance to Malissa. 

On 19 October, 1921, the defendant went over to get his horse and 
buggy, which he kept in his mother’s lot; his boy came down to the barn 
and the defendant put the child in the buggy while he was taking off the 
wheels to grease them. Fulcher called to his mother and asked her to 
bring him his oil can, which she did. About this time Malissa Sharp 
came down to the barn, where the defendant, his mother, and child were. 
She told the defendant that his boy “had been messing with her,” and if 
he didn’t keep him away from there she was going to whip the little 
“slick-headed” urchin. Whereupon, the defendant replied: “Now, 
Malissa, there’s no use talking that way; I dare you to put your hands 
on him.” Malissa said, “I don’t take a dare,” and further, according 
to her own evidence: “I had the tobacco stick in my right hand, and 
Fulcher grabbed hold of my two wrists; I jerked away from him; went 
in the house and got my gun; when I came out of th2 house Fulcher 
was running down the road, away from the house.” The defendant’s 
version of the matter was as follows: ‘“Malissa Sharp came down to 
the lot and said, ‘Lee, what are you going to do with that slick-headed 
boy of yours? If you don’t keep him away from here, I’m going to 
beat him.’ I said, ‘Now, Malissa, there’s no use talking that way; I 
dare you to put your hands on him.’ She said, ‘I don’t take a dare from 
nobody,’ and grabbing up a tobacco stick, she made towards the boy, 
and I grabbed her hands and wrung the stick out of them; then she 
turned around and ran to the house, saying she was going to get her gun; 
then I got out of there and ran down the road.” 

The defendant met Ed. Sharp some distance away and told him to go 
and take care of his wife. This was all that happened. No harm was 
done. Malissa herself testified: ‘“Didn’t hurt me; made marks of his 
hands on my wrists when he took hold of me. -These marks were 
bruises.” The State offered other evidence tending to show that her 
wrists were “not bruised or cut,” but only stained with grease. 

From the foregoing, it will be noted Malissa Sharp does not say, in 
so many words, that she started towards the boy with the stick in her 
hand, while the defendant says that she did. This is the single point of 
difference in their testimony, if, indeed, it be material on the present 
record. There is no denial of the fact itself, and we think that such is 
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but the natural interpretation and construction to be placed on the testi- 
mony of the prosecutrix. No other conclusion seems to be permissible 
from all the evidence, and the second motion for judgment as of nonsuit 
is to be considered in the light of the whole case. The record is free 
from any conflict of evidence on this point, and, in considering the 
motion at the close of the entire evidence, the defendant’s testimony, 
where not in conflict with that of the prosecution, may be used to 
explain or to make clear what has been offered by the State. This was 
the purpose of the Legislature in providing that such motion might be 
renewed at the conclusion of all the evidence. 

The case was not settled by the judge, and it is possible that some of 
the evidence does not appear in the statement of case on appeal; but, 
upon the instant record, we are disposed to grant the defendant’s motion 
for judgment as of nonsuit. Fulcher had a right to shield his boy from 
harm, and it does not appear that he used any excessive force. S. v. 
Harrell, 107 N. C., 947. On the contrary, the prosecuting witness seems 
to have been the aggressor, from the beginning to the end, and she 
apparently provoked all that took place. Indeed, such is the irresistible 
conclusion to be drawn from the State’s evidence. 

It is true that in a case of this kind, where the defendant has the 
burden of exculpation, it is often very difficult to determine just what 
evidence will warrant the judge in taking the case from the jury. In 
many instances, perhaps, it will call for careful discrimination. JS. »v. 
Bridgers, 172 N. C., 882. 

The motion we are now considering was made under C. S., 4643, a 
statute which serves, and was intended to serve, the same purpose in 
criminal prosecutions as is accomplished by C. S., 567, in civil actions. 
Originally, under this latter section, in cases to which it was applicable, 
there was considerable doubt as to whether a plea of contributory negli- 
gence—the burden of such issue being on the defendant—-could be taken 
advantage of on a motion to nonsuit, but it is now well settled that such 
may be done when the contributory negligence of the plaintiff is estab- 
lished by his own evidence, as he thus proves himself out of court. 
Wright v. R. R., 155 N. C., 329; Horne v. R. B., 170 N. C., 660, and 
cases there cited. 

For like reason, and in recognition of the avowed purpose of the 
statute applicable to criminal cases, we are of opinion that where a com- 
plete defense is established by the State’s evidence, a defendant should 
be allowed to avail himself of such defense on a motion for judgment 
as of nonsuit. See S. v. Johnson, ante, 637. 

In the instant case and on the present record we think the action 
should have been dismissed. 

Reversed. 


WaLKeEr and Apams, Jd., dissent. 
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STATE vy. O. G. THOMAS. 
(Filed 25 October, 1922.) 


Appeal and Error—Case—Settlement by Judge—Mistake-—Certiorari. 


The case on appeal, as settled by the trial judge, imports verity, and 
must be accepted as absolutely true in the Supreme Court on appeal; and 
unless it is made to properly appear by the judge’s own statement that he 
will correct the record as to matters relied on by the movant, a motion 
for writ of certiorari will not be granted; the averment of the movant’s 
belief that the judge will supply the omission if afforded an opportunity 
is.insufficient. 


Tue defendant was convicted of a felony and files his petition for 
certiorari to correct the case on appeal. 


J.J. Parker for petitioner. 
Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 


Avams, J. At the January Term, 1922, of the Superior Court of 
Cabarrus County, the defendant was convicted of murder in the second 
degree, and from the judgment pronounced he appealed to the Supreme 
Court. His appeal in apt time was docketed at the spring term, but as 
the case on appeal had not then been settled, a certiorari was granted on 
motion of the defendant, after which the case on appea. was settled by 
the trial judge, and in due time was certified and filed in the office of 
the clerk of this Court. 

The defendant now files his petition for a second writ of certiorari, on 
the alleged ground that the case on appeal does not correctly and truly 
set forth certain things which occurred on the trial and omits matters 
which are important for the defense. ‘To set out in detail the particular 
matters referred to in the petition would serve no usefil purpose. In 
his petition the defendant alleges that he “has reason to believe, and 
does believe, that said omissions and misstatements were made by reason 
of mistake or inadvertence on the part of Judge Ray, and that he will 
supply the omissions and correct the misstatements if the court will 
direct to him a writ of certiorari empowering and directing him to 
certify to this Court the truth with regard to the said matters.” In the 
defendant’s brief his counsel say, “We feel that an application to him 
[the trial judge] by us for a letter [suggesting that the case on appeal 
should be amended] would be worse than futile.” So far as the record 
shows the judge who tried the case has not indicated his readiness to 
change his statement of the case on appeal. Nor has he been asked to 
do so. The defendant requests us to hold that the case on appeal is 
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incorrect notwithstanding the judge’s certificate that it is correct. Such 
procedure would lead to interminable perplexity. In a number of cases 
it has been held that the settlement by the trial judge of a case on appeal 
to the Supreme Court imports verity and must be accepted as absolutely 
true, and that a certiorari will not be granted requiring him to make up 
a new case or to insert matters alleged to have been omitted. S.v. Gay, 
94 N. C., 822; 8. v. Gooch, ibid., 982; S. v. Jourmgan, 120 N. C., 568; 
Cameron v. Power Co., 187 N. C., 101; Slocumb v. Construction Co., 
142 N. C., 349; 8. v. Faulkner, 175 N. C., 788. In Barber v. Justice, 
138 N. C., 21, the Chief Justice said: “It is only when the judge has 
settled the case, in the exercise of his proper jurisdiction, that upon 
affidavit of error therein and a letter from the judge that he will correct 
it if given the opportunity, the Court will give him such opportunity. 
Such letter from the judge is required, not as a courtesy to him, nor 
as an acknowledgment of any inherent discretion in him, but because it 
would usually be doing a vain thing, and most often would result in 
needless delay, to grant a certiorari to give the judge opportunity to 
correct a case, already certified by him as correct, unless counsel have 
had the diligence to procure a letter from the judge that he wishes to 
make the correction.” For these reasons the petition is denied. 
Petition denied. 





STATE y. BE. F. MALLARD. 
(Filed 25 October, 1922.) 


Indictment — Motion to Quash—dJurors—Selection—Qualification—Stat- 
utes, Directory—Grand Jury. 


The board of county commissioners, in drawing the names for the grand 
jury, placed the scrolls with the names of the qualified jurors separately 
in envelopes, as to each precinct, with the name of the precinct marked 
on each envelope, and proceeded to draw the jurors apportioned to each 
precinct from the scrolls of names of the jurors therefrom, placed in box 
No. 1, and drawn by a child under ten years of age, with the purpose and 
effect of thus drawing from each and every of the precincts of the county 
its proportionate number of qualified jurors. In other respects the direc- 
tions of the statute, C. §8., 2212, 2213, 2214, were complied with, and this 
having been done in good faith, and without the opportunity for fraud: 
Held, these statutes being directory upon the matter excepted to, except 
as to the qualification required of jurors, the irregularity complained of 
did not invalidate the indictment of the defendant in this case, and his 
motion to quash it for irregularity was properly denied. The importance 
of conforming to the directory provisions of these statutes emphasized by 
WALKER, J. 
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ArpraL by defendant from Cranmer, J., at April Term, 1922, of 
Brunswick. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 

McLean, Varser, McLean & Stacy, associate counsel for State. 

Rountree & Carr and John D. Bellamy & Son for defendant. 


Waker, J. The defendant was indicted in the court below for will- 
fully, fraudulently, and corruptly embezzling and converting to his own 
use certain money, checks, notes, bonds, mortgages, and other valuable 
papers and securities, to the amount of $107,000, belonging to the Citi- 
zens Bank of Shallotte, in Brunswick County. 

The defendant was convicted of the embezzlement at the April Term, 
1922, of Brunswick County Superior Court, and from the sentence of five 
years in the State’s Prison appealed to this Court. There is only one 
point presented in the appeal. The defendant at the proper time, before 
pleading to the bill of indictment, entered a plea in abatement on the 
ground that the bill of indictment was found by an illegally constituted 
grand jury. It seems from the evidence that in Brunswick County, 
certainly since 1906, the jurors of the various Superior Courts have been 
chosen in the following way: At the time for the revision of the jury 
list, at the proper biennial period, the board of commissioners revised the 
same in the manner provided by the statute, C. S., 2812. They also 
caused the names of the jury list to be copied on small scrolls of paper 
of equal size and put in a box procured for that purpose, having two 
divisions, marked Nos. 1 and 2. Instead, however, of putting all these 
scrolls loosely and indiscriminately in box No. 1, they divided the same 
according to the residence of the taxpayers in the tcwnships of the 
county. The scrolls of residents of a particular township were enclosed 
in a large envelope, which was sealed. In this way the names of all 
jurors belonging to a particular township were placed in an envelope 
marked with the township’s name, and then the envelopes were placed 
in box No. 1. When the time came on to draw jurors for a term of the 
Superior Court, the board of county commissioners, having assigned to 
each township, according to its population, a proper and just proportion 
of the jurors so to be drawn, took from box No. 1 the envelopes con- 
taining the scrolls of the taxpayers for a particular township, emptied 
the same in a hat and had a child, under ten years of age, to draw from 
it the number of jurors assigned to that township. They continued this 
process, thus distributing the jurors throughout the whole county in 
proportion to the population of the various townships. The names not 
drawn, but left in each envelope, were again enclosed in that envelope 
and returned to box No. 1, while the names of the jurors drawn were 
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put in box No. 2, in accordance with the statute. This had been the 
custom, as above stated, in Brunswick County for many years, and there 
was no corruption or bad faith in thus drawing the jury, but it was all 
done with a good motive, if not the best of motives, the purpose being to 
distribute the jurors equally among the several townships or portions 
of the county. The grand jury in question, which found the bill, was 
drawn bya child under ten years of age from a hat, as above described. 

It seems to have been quite definitely decided by the court, in several 
cases, that the irregular action of the board of county commissioners, 
where there is no fraud or corruption, and no opportunity for fraud, on 
the part of the person interested, in drawing a jury not in strict accord- 
ance with the statute, does not invalidate the array. 

In 8. v. Martin, 82 N. C., 672, the commissioners refused to put on 
the list of jurors names which were drawn because they thought too 
many were drawn from one section of the county, and, wishing to equalize 
the number among the different townships, they were put back in the 
box and others drawn in their stead. More was done, and of a more 
serious character, than was done here. The Court refused to allow the 
challenge of defendant’s counsel to the array in that case. It appears 
to us that what the commissioners did in 8. v. Martin, supra, departed 
further from the letter of the law and its substance or spirit than what 
was done by the commissioners of Brunswick in this particular case. 
There the commissioners, after drawing the scrolls, and knowing the 
names thereon, refused to put them on the jury list of their own accord. 
Here, however, the names already separated, or segregated, according to 
townships, were drawn by a child under ten years of age from a hat 
after they had been mixed up indiscriminately, and only that number 
drawn and put on the list to which the township, as the commissioners 
verily believed, was entitled according to its proportion of population. 
There could, therefore,-be no opportunity or chance for fraud. The 
general effect of the act of the commissioners was to distribute the jurors 
to each of the townships throughout the county. 

In Moore v. Guano Co., 180 N. C., 229, Stanley, one of the commis- 
sioners, objected to a number of names in Shallotte Township, and 
those names were discarded and returned to box No. 1. Sheriff Walker 
also objected to several from Town Creek Township. When the name 
of Monroe Hickman was drawn, some one said, “He is right there among 
the rest,”? meaning that he was drawn from the same community, or 
neighborhood, as others whose names had been drawn. Commissioner 
Stanley, however, replied, “I want him,” and his name was placed on the 
list. Stanley’s own son was selected, he, the father, having stated that 
his son was so anxious to come to Southport that he had better be taken. 
The challenge to the array was allowed in that case. 


670 IN THE SUPREME COURT. [184 


STATE v. MAT.LARD, 


In Boyer v. Teague, 106 N. C., 576, the defendant Teague was sheriff 
of the county and a party to the particular action. There was no actual 
or intentional fraud, but the challenge to the array was allowed because 
the commissioners permitted Teague to participate in the drawing. In 
each of these cases, though, there was no actual fraud established by 
proof, yet the action of the commissioners was such as to open the door 
to fraud, and for that reason the challenge to the array was allowed, and 
properly so, as the personnel of the jury was made to depend, to some 
extent, at least, upon the will, or conduct, of an interested party. 

S. v. Perry (Hatton), 122 N. C., 1018, was to this effect: “It has 
always been held that the regulations in The Code, sees. 1722 and 1728 
(now C. 8., 2312 to 2319, inclusive) are directory only to the board of 
county commissioners, and while they should be observed, the failure to 
do so did not vitiate the venire in the absence of bad faith or corruption 
on the part of the county commissioners.” All of the previous cases 
seem to have been cited in that case. 

In S. v. Dixon, 131 N. C., 808, it appears that, at she time of the 
revision of the tax list in June, 1901, the commissioners added no new 
names to the jury list, but had purged the box by taking out the names 
of those who had not paid their taxes. This, though an irregularity, 
was held by the court not to be sufficient ground for challenge to the 
array, citing S. v. Perry, supra, and other decisions, and then proceeded: 
“These cases are not overruled in Moore v. Guano Co., 180 N. C., 229, 
which merely holds that the conduct of the county commissioners in that 
case went beyond mere irregularity, and involved a matter so serious in 
its nature as to invalidate the panel drawn in such a menner.” 

In S. v. Damels, 134 N. C., 641, the Court again reaffirms the prin- 
ciples set forth in the older cases. There the county commissioners 
failed to make the prepayment of taxes a qualification for persons on the 
jury list. Again the Court in that case distinguishes Moore v. Guano 
Co., supra. 

In S. v. Teachey, 188 N. C., 587, the board of commissioners revised 
the jury list at a time not fixed by the statute, and included in it names 
of persons otherwise qualified, but which did not appear upon the tax 
list. , It was held that this was a sound objection to the panel. 

In S. v. Banner, 149 N. C., at p. 521, the objection was that three 
years had elapsed without a revision of the jury list by the board of 
commissioners. It was held that this did not avoid the panel. There 
was a challenge to the array in Lanier v. Greenville, 174 N. C., 311, and 
the challenge was overruled, though the irregularities in that case were 
apparently much greater than they are in this. The subject is referred 
to again in S. v. Wood, 175 N. C., 819. 
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It is admitted by the State in this case that the defendant is entitled 
to have the bill of indictment found by a grand jury, the individual 
members of which are legally qualified to act as grand jurors. S. v. 
Baldwin, 80 N. C., 890; S. v. Smith, ibid., 410; 8. v. Watson, 86 N. C., 
624; 8. v. Sharp, 110 N. C., 604; S. v. Paramore, 146 N. C., 604. In 
this instance, however, there is not the slightest attack upon the compe- 
tency of any individual upon the grand jury to serve as a grand juror. 
It is admitted, and so found by the court, that there was no fraud or 
collusion in the selection of this particular grand jury. There was a 
mere irregularity, which in itself was intended to promote justice and 
to prevent fraud and collusion. In every case cited above, from 8. v. 
Seaborn, 15 N. C., 305, to 8S. v. Perry, supra, such irregularities have 
been held not a ground of challenge to the array, the statute being 
directory in those matters not concerning the essence of the jury’s con- 
stitution. 

The State has requested us, in a supplemental brief, to still further 
consider and review the authorities upon this important question, and 
we will now proceed to do so, at the risk, perhaps, of slight repetition, 
but the case is of sufficient moment to justify it, and especially so as 
there have been expressions used in some of the cases heretofore decided 
which seem to be misleading and are apt to produce confusion. 

The court found the following facts: 

1. That there was no corruption nor bad faith in drawing the jury. 

9. That the jury list was revised each two years, as required by 
statute. 

3. That the grand jury which found the bill was drawn by a child 
under ten years of age, and from the jury list so constituted and as 
contained in the several envelopes. 

4, That the jury was apparently drawn from the several townships 
proportioned according to population, as disclosed by the evidence and 
cross-examination of John Jenrette, chairman of the board of commis- 
sloners. 

C. S., 2212, provides, as to the manner for the selection of those from 
whom the jurors shall be drawn, that three qualifications shall be neces- 
sary: (1) taxpaying citizens; (2) those of good moral character; (3) 
persons of sufficient intelligence. All of these qualifications existed in 
this case, according to the testimony of the witness Jenrett and the 
findings of fact. 

Section 2313 provides as follows: ‘The commissioners at their regu- 
lar meeting on the first Monday in July in the year nineteen hundred 
and five, and every two years thereafter, shall cause the names of their 
jury list to be copied on small scrolls of paper of equal size and put into 
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a box procured for that purpose, which must have two divisions marked 
No. 1 and No. 2, respectively, and two locks, the key of one to be kept 
by the sheriff of the county, and the other by the chairman of the board 
of commissioners, and the box by the clerk of the board. 

In the present instance two boxes, marked No. 1 and No. 2, were used, 
and there was a proper observance of the statute with reference to these 
boxes. The statute does not, in terms, prevent or prohibit the name 
of the township from being written on the slip containing the name of 
the juror, and this is the practice in most counties for the evident pur- 
pose of showing the residence to the process officer in summoning the 
jury. In this case, the only variation from the custom was that all the 
names from a particular township were put in one envelope and the 
township name written on the outside of the envelope. It is admitted, 
as well as found by the court, that all of this was done in good faith, and 
was without corruption or bad motive. 

The State contends that there is nothing in section 2314 which pro- 
hibits this method or requires the drawing of the jury to be done other- 
wise. That this section, in other respects, was scrupulously complied 
with, and the jury drawn out of box marked No. 1, anc. in addition to 
the regulations of the statute, the commissioners added the precaution 
of drawing the jury from the townships proportionately. That even 
if this case presented a violation of the provisions of the statute with 
reference to drawing the jury, which are merely directory, and such 
violation was done in good faith, no reversible error could be declared. 
That there is no material violation of the statute in the present case, but 
even if there was, it could not invalidate the venire in the absence of 
bad faith or corruption. These are some of the contentions of the State. 

The Court, in S. v. Banner, 149 N. C., 519, when passing upon a 
similar motion in a capital case, used this language: “Besides the 
regulations contained in sections 1722-1728 of The Code (then Rev.,, 
secs. 1957-1960, now C.S., secs. 2312-2314), relative to the revision of the 
jury list, are directory only, and while they should be observed, the 
failure to do so does not vitiate the venire, in the absence of bad faith 
or corruption on the part of the county commissioners. 8S. v. Dixon, 
131 N. C., 810; 8. v, Perry, 122 N. C., 1021; S. v. Daniels, 184 N. C., 
641. S.v. Teachey, 1388 N. C., 591, cited by the defencant, holds that 
the jury list may be revised at dates other than those specified in the 
statute, and if properly done at such times, the list will be sustained. 
The Court, in the Teachey case, supra, quotes from the opinion of 
Justice Connor, in S. v. Daniels, 134 N. C., 648, as follows: “It has 
been held from the earliest period of our judicial history that the provi- 
sions of these statutes are directory and not mandatory.” 
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In the case of Moore v. Guano Co., 130 N. C., 229, cited by the defend- 
ant, the Court was of the opinion that the method of allowing commis- 
sioners to throw out such names as were drawn by the child under ten 
years, in any given community, and put in the son of one of the commis- 
sioners and to take another juror, because one of the commissioners said, 
“T want him,” and such other unseemly and unwarranted rejection of 
those drawn, was not evidence of good faith, but was essentially and 
morally wrong. And, therefore, the State contends that Moore v. Guano 
Co., supra, cannot be a controlling authority in this case. 

In S. v. Hensley, 94 N. C., 1021, the Court held that the regulation 
with reference to revising and correcting the jury list, and placing the 
names in the box and not keeping the boxes locked and safely protected, 
were highly important, but only directory and not mandatory, and used 
this significant language: “It is only strictly necessary that the person 
summoned to be a juror shall be eligible as such in other material 
aspects.” 

In S. v. Potts, 100 N. C., 457, the commissioners did not label the 
boxes No. 1 and No. 2, as required by the statute, but marked them 
“Jurors drawn and jurors not drawn,” respectively, and had only one 
key, which was kept by the register of deeds, and the Court held this 
did not invalidate the venire drawn from it, citing S. v. Hensley, supra. 

In 8S. v. Watson, 104 N. C., 736, the Court, through Shepard, J., 
censured the commissioners severely for disregarding the plain provi- 
sions of the statute, but sustained the venire, and refused the defendant’s 
motion to quash, because they were directory only, and relied upon 
Hensley’s case, supra. S. v. Martin, 82 N. C., 672; S. v, Haywood, 73 
N. C., 437, which cases hold that in the absence of a corrupt motive the 
failure to strictly observe the law (now C. S., 2812-2314) does not 
invalidate the venire. 

The drawing of a jury not in strict accordance with directory provi- 
sions of the statute is nevertheless valid if it is otherwise properly done, 
and certainly so if no prejudice appears. Lanier v. Greenville, 174 
N. O., 311. 

S. v. Wilcox, 104 N. C., 847, held by a divided Court that where the 
county commissioners, while drawing the jurors, laid aside the names of 
several persons who were actually qualified, but were then supposed to 
be nonresidents, and completed the jury list by substituting other quali- — 
fied persons, and such action was taken in good faith, it did not invali- 
date the venire. This case clearly distinguishes the rule applying to the 
ease at bar from the rule announced in Afoore v. Guano Co., supra. 

Our attention is called to the fact that while, of course, the Legislature 
has full power to prescribe the method of selecting juries, and the de 
fendant has no constitutional right in any particular method of doing 
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so (S. v. Brittain, 143 N. C., 668), several counties have different 
methods and different regulations, sanctioned by the Legislature, some 
of which are collected in C. S., 2315. 

This Court has had occasion frequently to consider the question now 
before us. It is highly conducive to the fair and impartial administra- 
tion of justice that these details of the statute should be strictly observed 
and followed, and any intentional nonobservance of them is the subject 
of censure, if not of punishment. But it is well settled that they are 
only rules and regulations, which are directory, and have never been 
held to be mandatory where the persons summoned are qualified jurors 
in other respects. Bynum, J., in S. v. Haywood, 73 N. C., 487, quoted 
with approval in S. v. Daniels, 134 N. C., at p. 649. [t will be found 
by an examination of the decisions of this Court that the views expressed 
by Justice Bynum in the Haywood case, supra, and those in S. v. Daniels, 
supra, have been generally adopted: by this Court. There are seeming 
departures from them in several of the cases, but when the opinions of 
the Court are examined in the light of the facts in each particular case, 
it will be found that the discrepancies are more apparent than real. 
Moore v. Guano Co., 130 N. C., 229, may be well selected as a leading 
type of one class of such cases. The language of Chief Justice Furches 
in that case is, at times, very caustic and condemnatory of what was 
termed the irregular action and conduct of the commissioners of this 
same county in drawing the jury. But even a cursory examination of 
that case will disclose the fact that there the commissioners had not only 
disregarded the terms of the statute and selected a jury in a manner 
virtually forbidden by law, at the request of interested persons, who 
were present, but had actually dispensed with the use of a boy under 
ten-years of age, and the commissioners themselves instead performed 
the function allotted to him, and the irregularities in that case were of 
a substantial character and calculated, if permitted, to withdraw from 
those entitled to the protection of the law in such vital matters affecting 
their rights, liberty, and property, the safeguards so carefully provided 
for their preservation. We cannot concur in all that was said by the 
learned judge who spoke for the Court in Moore v. Guano Co., supra, 
but in the main we do concur with him, and condemn any and all de 
partures from the terms of the statute, though we may not hold that 
they are so far mandatory in character as to require strict conformity to 
them in certain instances. 

It is not for the commissioners, or others selected to perform public 
duties, to substitute for the methods chosen by the Leigslature those of 
their own as being more desirable and better adapted to accomplish the 
end in view. It is sufficient that the law-making body, appointed by 
the Constitution for the purpose, has declared its will and its conception 
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of the best public policy and expediency, and there can be no disagree- 
ment among us as to the positive duty of the commissioners to act as, 
and in the manner, the statute requires and directs, and for an inten- 
tional failure to do so they will be “subject to censure if not to punish- 
ment,” as said by Judge Bynum in S. v. Haywood, supra. We wish it 
distinctly understood that we do not approve or sustain, in this case, 
what the commissioners did in selecting the jury, because they disobeyed 
the law, but we simply hold, as we have for so long a time held with 
substantial consistency, that the provisions of the law disregarded by 
them are directory, and as no harm has come to the defendant, and the 
commissioners acted in good faith and with no wrong motive, we will not 
permit their conduct to have the baneful effect of invalidating the 
indictment, and we add that while we do this in the interest of public 
justice, it 1s with the hope and belief that officers charged with the 
performance of such grave public duties, the neglect of which may entail 
serious consequences to the public, will hear—and we earnestly hope 
that they will heed—what we have said in respect to their official obliga- 
tions. It was asserted before us that this procedure in selecting jurors 
in this county had been one of very long continuance, and this was 
suggested, in a measure, as being in the nature of a justification of it. 
But not so at all. No violation of the law can ever be hallowed, and 
certainly not excused, or even palliated, because it is suffered to have 
the merit, or rather the demerit, of age and frequent repetition. But 
not so, as the longer it continues the more reprehensible it becomes. 
The better view is that the Legislature writes the laws and we should 
obey them as they are thus written (zta lex scripta est). And thus has 
it been crystallized into this familiar maxim of the law. 

To sum it up: Our courts have not approved the doctrine as formu- 
lated and adopted, in O’Connell and Others v. The Queen, 11 Ch. & 
Fin., 15, by the House of Lords, and from which Lord Denman so vigor- 
ously dissented, but the more reasonable one, as stated in Thompson on 
Trials, sec. 33, and in People v. Jewett, 3 Wendell, 314, and expressly 
approved by this Court in numerous cases, and especially in‘S. v. Daniels, 
134 N. C., 650, where it is said: “The extent to which the authorities 
go is thus set forth in Thompson on Trials, sec. 33: ‘Statutes which 
prescribe the manner of selecting by county, town, or other officers, the 
list of persons liable to jury duty from which the panel is drawn, are 
generally treated as directory merely. It is hence a general rule that 
irregularities in the discharge of this duty constitute no ground for 
challenging an array. If the jurors who have been selected and drawn 
are individually qualified, that is usually deemed sufficient.’ In People 
v. Jewett, 3 Wendell, 314, Savage, C. J., says: ‘By the act directing the 
mode of selecting grand-jurors, passed in 1827, the duty of making the 
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selection 1s conferred upon the supervisors of the several counties of 
the State. They are required to select such men on:y as they shall 
know, or have good reason to believe, to be possessed of the necessary 
property qualifications to sit as petit jurors; to be men of approved 
integrity, of fair character, of sound judgment, and well informed. 
Thus the qualifications of the grand jurors are defined by statute, and if. 
those selected possessed the required qualifications there can be no objec- 
tion to the array. <A grand jury should be selected with a single eye to 
the qualifications pointed out by the statute, without inquiry whether 
the individuals selected do or do not belong to any particular society, 
sect, or denomination, social, benevolent, political, or religious.’ The 
learned Chief Justice further says: ‘But if they (the officers) did thus 
err, the array cannot for that reason be challenged. While those who 
are selected are unexceptionable, the fact that others equally unexcep- 
tionable are excluded is no cause of challenge of the array. <A challenge 
can be supported only by showing that the persons selected are not 
qualified according to the requirements of the statute’ ’’? The right of 
challenge is a right only to object and not to select. 

Although the commissioners acted with the highest and most laudable 
motive—the desire to promote the public interest by securing, in all 
cases, intelligent and impartial juries—it is yet better, in the adminis- 
tration of the law, and especially of a statute, to follow the method and 
directions prescribed therein, as a departure from them may, as in this 
case, be productive of useless htigation, and for the additional reason 
that it is the rule the Legislature has enacted, where it had full power 
to adopt it as the only one; and, moreover, in this insta‘ace, it is simple 
and easy to follow. 

We adhere to our former decisions, as we understand tem, and apply- 
ing them to the facts of this case we must refuse to quash the bill and 
discharge the defendant. 

No error. 





STATE v. R. A. VICKERS. 
(Filed 25 October, 1922.) 


1. Criminal Law—Sentence. 

The sentence of a defendant for a criminal offense does not require the 
fixing of the commencement of the term of the imprisonment, and is com- 
plete if it specifies the kind of punishment to be inflicted and the duration 
thereof. 
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2. Same—Courts—-Capias—Clerks of Court—Sheriffs. 

A court having jurisdiction may order the arrest of one already con- 
victed, for the enforcement of its sentence, if the defendant is present at 
the time; and if not present, the court may order a capias to be issued 
by the clerk to bring him before the court for sentence, 

$8. Same—Judgments—Suspended Judgments, 

An order for the arrest of a defendant by capias to be issued by the 
clerk of the court, for the enforcement of its sentence, upon the applica- 
tion to him by the sheriff of the county, is not in that respect a suspended 
judgment. 

4, Habeas Corpus—Appeal and Error—Certiorari. 


An appeal to the Supreme Court will not lie from the denial of a peti- 
tion in habeas corpus proceedings, such as were taken in this case, the 
remedy being by application to this Court for a writ of certiorari. 


Apprau by defendant from Kerr, J., at March Term, 1922, of 
DurHamM. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
R. O. Everett and J. BR. Pation, Jr., for defendant. 


Watxer, J. This is an appeal from an order of Kerr, J., made at 
the March Term, 1922, in proceedings for a writ of habeas corpus, by 
which he ordered the defendant into the custody of the sheriff of 
Durham County to serve a sentence of twelve months on the public roads 
of said county, imposed by Horton, J., at the February Term, 1921, of 
the Superior Court. | 

Tt is clear that no appeal lies from such an order. The defendant 
should have applied to this Court for a writ of certiorart. SS. v. Yates, 
183 N. C., 7538; Bx parte McGown, 1389 N. C., 95. 

The judgment, as entered by Judge Horton, at February Term, 1921, 
of Durham County Superior Court, was as follows: “The defendant 
somes into open court and pleads guilty of receiving more than one quart 
(of liquor) within fifteen days. The court then orders that the defend- 
ant be sentenced to twelve months on the roads, with capzas to issue at 
the request of the sheriff of Durham County.” The judgmnt was 
actually entered on 5 March, 1921. On 22 February, 1922, the sheriff 
of Durham County applied to the clerk of the Superior Court of that 
county for a capias. The capias on which the defendant was arrested 
was issued by the clerk on 6 March, 1922. The defendant was arrested 
under this capias, and while in the custody of the sheriff, and before 
entering upon the service of his term, the writ of habeas corpus was 
sued out before Judge Kerr. The testimony taken upon the return of 
this writ is contained in the record. 
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It is evident, we think, that the form of the judgment as rendered by 
Judge Horton was adopted at the suggestion of, and for the benefit of 
the defendant. It is in no sense a suspended judgment. S. v. Burnette, 
173 N. C., 734, and S. v. Hardin, 183 N. C., 815. On the contrary, the 
judgment was a direct one, sentencing him to the public roads of Durham 
County for a period of twelve months, the execution of the sentence, 
however, to be delayed until the sheriff asked for a capias. In North 
Carolina, and it 1s so in numerous other jurisdictions, the time at which 
a sentence shall be carried into execution forms no part of the judgment 
of the court. S.v. Cockerham, 24 N. C., 204; S. vo. McClure, 61 N. C., 
491; 8S. v. Cardwell, 95 N. C., 648; S. v. Yates, supra. In the latter 
case, many of the decisions from this and other states are cited. This 
Court has been very emphatic and definite upon this question. In 8. v. 
Cardwell, supra, referring to and adopting the language of Gaston, J., 
in S. v. Cockerham, supra, the Court said: “Upon the defendant ap- 
pearing in court, and his identity not being denied, and it being ad- 
mitted that the sentence of the court had not been enforced, it was 
proper to make the necessary order for carrying the sentence into execu- 
tion. So, in the present case, it was the duty of the judge, not so much 
again to sentence to death, but recognizing as in force the judgment 
before rendered, to direct that it be carried into effect.” And in S. v. 
McClure, supra, the Court (by Reade, J.), also citing Cockerham’s case, 
supra, held: When it came to the knowledge of the court that the 
defendant had not suffered the punishment, it was proper to order 
process of arrest against him, and upon his appearance in court, to 
order the execution of its former judgment. . . . Jt was, therefore, 
error in his Honor to discharge the defendant under the idea that the 
process for his rearrest was unauthorized. If there had been no process 
at all, it would have been proper for the court to order him into custody 
(he being in court) and to order the execution of its judgment. In 
S. v. Gaskins, 65 N. C., 320, the defendant contended that the judgment 
was defective and ought not to be executed, as it did not specify with 
sufficient certainty the term of his punishment or coafinement in the 
State’s Prison. But the court rejected the suggestion of counsel, as 
unwarranted by the law, it being quite sufficient that the term be fixed 
by the judge within certain limits. And this seems to be the almost 
universal rule. The Attorney-General, in McClure’s case, supra, con- 
tended that one escaping, or at large when he should ot be, is always 
supposed to be in custody, at least constructively, and when actually 
present in court, it will proceed to judgment, or direct one formerly 
given to be carried out, and for this he cites 2 Hale P. C., 407; 1 Hale, 
566, and Cockerham’s case, supra, and his position was sustained by this 
Court. 61 N. C., 492. 
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It is stated in 18 Corpus Juris that, as a rule, the duration of im- 
prisonment must be stated clearly and definitely, although it has been 
held that when the period of imprisonment is definitely fixed by statute, 
such period need not be specified in the sentence. Asa general rule, the 
time for imprisonment to commence, or to be inflicted, is no part of the 
judgment or sentence proper, and according to the weight of authority, 
in the absence of a statute requiring it, the time when the imprisonment 
is to begin or end need not be specified in the sentence, it being sufficient 
to state merely its duration. 16 R.C. L., p. 13804 (sec. 3079); Gaskin’s 
case, supra. But we very recently passed upon the question, when it 
was said that the time fixed for executing a sentence, or for the com- 
mencement of its execution, 1s not one of its essential elements, and, 
strictly speaking, is not a part of the same at all. The essential portion 
of the sentence is the punishment, including the kind of punishment and 
the amount thereof, without reference to the time when it shall begin 
to be inflicted. The sentence, with reference to the kind of punishment 
and the amount thereof, should, as a rule, be strictly executed. But the 
order of the court, with reference to the time when this shall be done, is 
not so material. Expiration of the time without imprisonment is in no 
sense an execution of the sentence. S. v. Yates, 183 N. C., 753-758, 
citing cases. And to the same effect is 8 Ruling Case Law, sec. 230, 
where it 1s stated that a sentence which does not specify any time for the 
imprisonment to commence is not void. The better practice is not to 
fix the commencement of the term, but merely to state its duration and 
the place of confinement, where the statute does not otherwise provide. 
Ex parte Gafford, 25 Nev., 101 (88 A. S. R., 568) Bishop’s New Cr. 
Proe., 804. 

It can hardly be questioned that when the court was informed that 
its judgment had not been enforced, it was not only authorized, but it 
was its duty to provide for the commitment of the convict in execution of 
the sentence. 

In December, 1918, the Circuit Court of Appeals of the United States, 
sitting at Richmond, in Burstein v. U. S., 254 Fed., 955, had before it a 
similar question, and the Court declared that the time when a sentence 
of imprisonment shall commence, although specified in the same entry, 
is properly no part of the sentence, and may be changed by the court at 
a subsequent term, if for any reason execution of the sentence has been 
delayed. In our case, Judge Kerr directed that the defendant be com- 
mitted to the custody of the sheriff that he may serve the sentence of 
twelve months imposed by Judge Horton. This is more than an order 
remanding him. It requires, also, the service of the twelve months upon 
the roads. In this point of view, the Burnstewn case, supra, 18 also 
material. In that case, the Court further held, that although the order 
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so recites, we think it inaccurate to say that he was resentenced, since 
the court made no change in the original sentence, but merely changed 
the previous direction as to the time when imprisonment should begin. 

In that case it was also held, in accordance with the authorities, that 
such an order (that is, an order fixing the time at whica the sentence is 
to begin) is not a judicial, but merely a ministerial act, citing 12 Cyc., 
784; 16 C. J., 1804; Holden v. Minn, 187 U.S., 483; Schwab v. Bergren, 
143 U. S., 442. 

It is manifest, then, we think, that if the judge had no authority to 
leave the time at which the capias should be issued to the discretion of 
the sheriff, that is no part of the judgment, and so under the cireum- 
stances of this case it may be enforced at any time for the full term upon 
an order of the court, as the defendant was in court, or upon the issuing 
of a capias by the clerk of the Superior Court under the direction of the 
judge, if he was not in court. 

It would be a mockery of justice if the defendant could, upon such 
slight departure from correct procedure, escape the lawful punishment 
for his crime. 

Appeal dismissed. 





STATE v. 8. G. BRADSHAW. 
(Filed 1 November, 1922.) 


Intoxicating Liquor—Spirituous Liquor—Statutes—Evidence—Possession 
—Criminal Law. 


Evidence that half a gallon of whiskey, in a fruit jar, and one pint 
thereof, in a bottle. were found concealed in defendant’s overcoat, hanging 
in his store, and of his breaking the jug and bottle in the officer’s presence. 
and saying, “Damn it, if I can’t drink it, I guess you won’t get to drink it 
either,” is sufficient to sustain a verdict that the defendant was guilty of 
receiving more than one quart of spirituous liquor at one time, or in a 
single container or package, as prohibited by C. S., 3385. 


Appeal by defendant from Kerr, J., at the June Term, 1922, of 
ALAMANCE. 

Criminal prosecution, tried upon an indictment charzing the defend- 
ant with receiving more than one quart of spirituous liquors at one 
time, or in a single package, in violation of C. S., 3385. 

From an adverse verdict and judgment thereon, the defendant ap- 
pealed. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 
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Sracy, J. The only exception presented for our consideration is the 
one directed to his Honor’s refusal to grant the defendant’s motion for 
judgment as of nonsuit. 

It appears from the State’s evidence—there was none offered by the 
defendant—that Sheriff Story and his deputy, while searching the 
premises of the defendant on 22 February, 1922, found one pint of corn 
whiskey in the pocket of an overcoat, hanging on the wall of defendant’s 
store, and one-half gallon of corn whiskey in a fruit jar which was tied 
in the sleeve of the overcoat. The defendant admitted that the overcoat 
belonged to him. The officers also found in defendant’s store a number 
of fruit jars which had the odor of whiskey about them. Soon after the 
witnesses had found the whiskey and set it on the counter, the defendant 
broke both vessels, remarking at the time: “Damn it, if I can’t drink 
it, I guess you won’t get to drink it either.” 

This evidence was amply sufficient to warrant the jury in finding, as 
they did, that the defendant had received more than one quart of spirit- 
uous liquors at one time, or in a single container or package, as pro- 
hibited by C. S., 3385. The evidence here is fully as strong as that in 
the case of S. v. Alston, 183 N. C., 735, where a similar conviction was 
sustained. 

No error. 





STATE y. J. 8. PULLIAM. 
(Filed 1 November, 1922.) 


1. Constitutional Law—Trial by Jury—Criminal Law—Facts Agreed. 


In order for a conviction of a criminal offense, including misdemeanors, 
it is required by Article I, section 18, of our State Constitution that the 
final sentence be upon a “unanimous verdict of a jury of good and lawfu! 
men in open court,” etc., and the accused cannot be lawfully convictec 
otherwise, though he has agreed with the solicitor upon the facts in the 
case, under a plea of not guilty, and the judge has found him guilty upon 
the agreed facts, as a matter of law, and imposed a sentence. 


2. Same—lInferior Courts—Superior Court—Trial de Novo. . 

The right to a trial by jury in a criminal action is preserved to the 
accused by the statutory requirement of a trial de novo in the Superior 
Court on appeal from a court of subordinate jurisdiction. and conviction 
in the Superior Court cannot be had unless upon the verdict of the jury, 
in accordance with the provisions of Article I, section 13, of our Constitu- 
tion. Const., Art. I, see. 12. 


8. Same—Appeal and Error. 


While the sentence. in this criminal] action was unlawfully imposed by 
the Superior Court upon the facts agreed, and the judgment is set aside, 
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the Supreme Court, on appeal, passes upon the legal inferences upon 
which it is founded, under the reasons stated in S. v. Wells, 142 N. C., 
596. 

4, Statutes—Sunday—Transaction of Business. 

An act which makes it a crime to expose for sale or selling, or offering 
for sale, on Sunday, any goods, ete., within four miles of an incorporated 
city, etc., and in the same sentence, divided by a semicszlon, prohibits the 
keeping open of any store, ete., on Sunday, does not permit the keeping 
open of the store for the sole purpose of running a restaurant therein on 
Sunday, for the sale of food, ete., though the latter may not be of itself 
unlawful, when conducted in a separate place of business. 

5. Constitutional Law—Statutes—Transaction of Business. 


A statute which prohibits as a criminal offense the exposing of goods, 
merchandise, etec., for sale, and keeping open of a store on Sunday, except 
for the sale of drugs, etc., is constitutional and valid. 


Appra by defendant from Brock, J., at July Term, 1922, of Forsyru. 

The defendant was prosecuted in the municipal court of the city of 
Winston-Salem, the charge against him being that “at and in the county 
aforesaid, and within the corporate lhmits of the city of Winston-Salem, 
or within one mile of the corporate limits of the city of Winston-Salem, 
he did unlawfully and willfully keep his store, shop, fruit stand, ice- 
cream stand, or soft-drink stand open on Sunday, for tle purpose of the 
sale of goods, merchandise, and soft drinks, and did sell coca-cola and 
other soft drinks on Sunday, against the statute in suck. cases made and 
provided, and against the peace and dignity of the State, and in violation 
of the city ordinance.” At the trial he was found guilty by the court, 
without a jury, adjudged to pay a fine of $10 and costs, from which 
judgment he appealed to the Superior Court, in which he was tried upon 
a case agreed upon by the solicitor and the defendant’s attorney, wherein 
the following facts are stated: “That the defendant’s place of business 
is outside of the corporate limits of the city of Winston-Salem, N. C., 
and within one mile of said corporate limits. That he ran and operated, 
and had license to do, a cafe business, serving food and junches; ran and 
operated, and had license to run and operate, a cigar stand, and sell to- 
bacco products; that he ran a soft drink stand and sold coca-cola and 
other soft drinks during the week days. That on Sunday, 9 July, 1922, 
between 11 and 12 o’clock a. m., the defendant was running his cafe and 
selling food and ice-cream to his guests. That he was selling ice-cream 
on the porch in front of his cafe or store to any person who chose to buy. 
The store was open and there were groceries on his counter, and soft 
drinks in cases exposed to view of his customers. That said groceries 
and soft drinks were in the same place in said building on said Sunday 
as on other days of the week, all of said business being in the same room. 
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There is no proof that he sold or offered to sell on said Sunday anything 
but food and ice-cream to his customers.” 

The defendant was convicted in the Superior Court, but without a 
jury, the judge alone passing upon the facts, and adjudging therein that 
he pay a fine of $15 and the costs, from which judgment he appealed. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
Raymond G. Parker for defendant. 


Waker, J. This was a criminal action heard on appeal from the 
municipal court of the city of Winston-Salem, by Brock, J., at the July 
Term, 1922, of the Superior Court of Forsyth County. The warrant 
in the municipal court, upon which the criminal action in that court 
was founded, charges an offense against chapter 320 of the Public-Local 
Laws of 1919, as amended by chapter 200 of the Public-Local Laws of 
the Extra Session of 1920. The act is commonly known as the “For- 
syth County Sunday-closing law,’ and was considered by this Court, 
before the amendment of 1920, in S. v. Shoaf, 179 N. C., 744. The 
original act is C. S., 3957. 

Without waiving expressly or specifically a jury trial, the solicitor 
and the attorney for defendant submitted the question involved herein 
to Judge Brock for his decision upon a case agreed, without either a 
general or special verdict of a jury. 

We have been unable, after a careful search, to find any case in this 
Court which permits a defendant to waive a trial by jury in a criminal 
action in the Superior Court, but several to the contrary. 8S. v. Stewart, 
89 N. C., 563; S. v. Holt, 90 N. C., 753; 8. v. Scruggs, 115 N. C., 807; 
S. v. Wells, 142 N. C., 596. 

Section 13 of Article I of the Constitution is as follows: “No person 
shall be convicted of any crime but by the unanimous verdict of a jury 
of good and lawful men in open court. The Legislature may, however, 
provide other means of trial for petty misdemeanors with the right of 
appeal.” 

The fact that a right of appeal was given where the defendant was 
convicted in the lower court without the intervention of a jury has 
generally been regarded as a sufficient reason, in support of the validity 
of such trials without a jury in the inferior tribunal, as by appealing 
the defendant secures his right to a jury trial, in the Superior Court, 
and therefore cannot justly complain that he has been deprived of his 
constitutional right. 

The act of the General Assembly, under which the municipal court 
of Winston-Salem was established, expressly provides that “any person 
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convicted in said court shall have the right of appeal to the Superior 
Court of Forsyth County, and upon such appeal the trial in the Superior 
Court shall be de novo.” 

The offense here, of course, 1s a petty misdemeanor, but this Court 
has held that the expression used in the Constitution “with right of 
appeal” confers upon the defendant, when the appeal is taken, the right 
of trial by jury in the Superior Court, as will appear from these cases: 
S.v. Lytle, 188 N. C., 738; S. v. Brittain, 143 N. C., 668; S. v. Lyman, 
164 N. C., 411; 8S. v. Tate, 169 N. C., 373; S. v. Pasley, 180 N. C., 695. 
See, also, S. v. Rogers, 162 N. C., 656. 

Construing section 12 of Article I with section 13, the Court has held 
that on these appeals from subordinate courts having jurisdiction of the 
subject-matter of a criminal action, a bill of indictment need not be 
sent in the court above against the defendant. When, however, a case 
reaches the Superior Court on appeal, it is heard de novo, as we have 
said, and, as a consequence, the right of a jury trial is secured thereby, 
according to the cases we have just cited. 

Justice Hoke said, in 8S. v. Wells, 142 N. C., at p. 595, 596: “While 
we have expressed our opinion on the main question, the right of the 
defendant to enter on the land, because the parties des'red to present it, 
and in the hope that this opinion will end the controversy, we must not 
ve understood as approving the method of procedure by which the guilt 
of the defendant was determined upon in the court below—a trial by a 
judge without the aid of a jury. Two decisions of this Court—S. v. 
Stewart, 89 N. C., 564; S. v. Holt, 90 N. C., 749—have held that in the 
Superior Court, on indictment originating therein, trials by jury in a 
criminal action could not be waived by the accused. ‘We do not decide 
whether this principle applies in the present case, but, for the error 
vointed out, we direct that a new trial be granted, to the end that the 
facts found by the judge be set aside as insufficient to present the ques- 
tion of defendant’s guilt or innocence, and defendant be tried in aeccord- 
ance with the law.” 

And in another case (S. v. Holt, 90 N. C., at p. 753) involving the 
right of trial by jury, upon facts substantially similar to those appear- 
ing in the present record, Justice Merrimon commented at large upon 
the constitutional right of trial by jury, with special reference to its 
waiver expressly or impliedly by the defendant. We reproduce what 
he said, but not hterally, though we will give the substance of it fully, 
as it is stated with great clearness and force, and its strong bearing 
upon the question we now have before us will instantly be seen. He 
said, among other things, it 1s the province, and the duty, of the courts 
to keep strict watch over and protect fundamental rights, in all matters 
that come before them. Those who administer the law should never 
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forget that decided cases make precedents, precedents oftentimes of little 
moment in themselves, but which, in their accumulated power may, in 
some emergency, overturn principle and subvert the rights of many 
people. A distinguished judge and law-writer, in commenting upon the 
great excellence of trial by jury, thus points out the evil to which we 
advert: “So that the liberties of the people cannot but subsist so long 
as this palladium remains sacred and inviolable, not only from all open 
attacks (which none will be so hardy as to make), but also from all 
secret machinations, which may sap and undermine it by introducing 
new arbitrary methods of trial by justices of the peace, commissioners 
of the revenue, and courts of conscience. And however convenient these 
may appear at first (as doubtless all arbitrary powers, well executed, are 
the most convenient), yet let 1t be again remembered that delays and 
little inconveniences in the form of justice are the price that all free 
nations must pay for their liberty in more substantial matters; that 
these inroads upon the sacred bulwark of the Nation are fundamentally 
opposite to the spirit of our Constitution, and that, though begun in 
trifles, the precedents may gradually increase and spread, to the utter 
disuse of justice, in questions of the most momentous concern.” And 
proceeding, Justice Merrimon further said: “These observations are 
not made so much with reference to this particular case as for ccunter- 
acting what seems to be a tendency in this State to ignore, sometime in 
matters of moment, trial by jury, in cases where, under the Constitution 
a trial must be had in that way. The case of S. v. Stewart, 89 N. C., 
563, was like this in its material features, except that in that case a 
trial by jury was expressly waived, and the court was requested to find 
and did find the facts. Cooley on Const. Law., 238; Cancemi v. People, 
18 N. Y., 128. There was not the remotest purpose in that case, we are 
sure, to infringe the right of trial by jury in a criminal action, but for 
convenience sake, and to save time (because the facts were not disputed), 
the facts of the case were agreed upon by the State and the defendant, 
and submitted to the judge, instead of letting a jury hear the evidence, 
and render a verdict upon the issue, or find a special verdict. In our 
judgment this was not only irregular, but wholly without the sanction 
of law. There is no statute that authorizes such procedure, and the 
Constitution forbids it, for it declares that no person shall be convicted 
of any crime but by the unanimous verdict of a jury of good and lawful 
men in open court. No jury was empaneled to try the issue; and there 
was, consequently, no verdict of a jury, and there was no conviction. 
The judgment of the court had nothing to warrant it, and there was 
nothing upon which it could properly rest. The defendant could not 
consent to a conviction by the court. It had no authority to try the 
issue of fact raised by the pleadings. The defendant did not plead 
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guilty; he did not enter the plea of nolo contendere, or submit; he 
pleaded autrefors convict, and a jury must try the issue raised by that 
plea. S.v. Stewart, supra; S. v. Moss, 47 N. C., 66; L. Bish. Cr. PL, 
759, and cases cited; Cancemi v. People, 18 N. Y., 128. The Legisla- 
ture has not provided a means for the trial of cases like this, different 
from the ordinary method provided by law. The court erred in passing 
upon the facts agreed upon and submitted to it without the finding of a 
jury, and for such error the judgment must be reversed and the court 
must proceed to dispose of the case according to law.” 

This Court said, in S. v. Pasley, 180 N. C., 695, 696: “The defend- 
ant was charged, in a criminal proceeding Before a justice of the peace, 
with unlawful trespass upon land; that is, entering thercon after having 
been forbidden to do so. Upon ennviction: he appealed to the Superior 
Court, where the case seems to have taken a peculiar course. There 
was negotiation between the parties for a settlement of the controversy, 
but they could not agree as to the final terms, defendant refusing to 
pay the costs. The court affirmed the judgment of the justice of the 
peace as to the costs against the consent of defendant, and without 
allowing him a jury trial, and he thereupon appealed to this Court. 
When an appeal is taken in a criminal action before a justice, of which 
he has jurisdiction, the trial in the upper court is de novo. S.v. Koonce, 
108 N. C., 752. The judgment in the Superior Court was no doubt 
entered by the judge in a laudable attempt to settle a small matter, 
which was really cumbering the docket and delaying the court. See- 
tion 11 of Article I of the Constitution, so far as material, provides: 
‘In all criminal prosecution, every man has the right not to be compelled 
to pay costs, jail fees, or necessary witness fees of the defense, unless 
found guilty.” S.v. Cannady, 78 N.C., 539, and S. v. Hicks, 124 .N. C., 
829. . . . As it is clear from the record that there was no proper 
conviction of the defendant in the court below, we are unable to sustain 
the action of the judge by any substantial reasoning. Article I, section 
13, of the Constitution says: ‘With right of appeal.’ And this Court 
has held in the case of 8. v. Brittain, 148 N. C., 668, that when a defend- 
ant asserts his right of appeal, and the case comes up in the Superior 
Court, the defendant’s right of trial by jury, as guaranteed by the 
Constitution, is preserved to him. It makes no difference what the real 
issue 1s, So that the charge involves the commission of a crime for which 
he can be punished and made to pay the costs.’ The defendant was 
granted a new trial for the error. 

But we will pursue the course which was adopted in NS. v. Wells, supra, 
and for the reason assigned therein, and consider the question intended 
to be raised in this case, viz., whether the defendant would be guilty of 
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a violation of the statute set forth in the case, upon the facts also stated 
therein, had they been properly and regularly found by a jury. 

The statute (C. S., 3957, relating to Forsyth County), in its first 
clause makes the exposing for sale, selling, or offering for sale on a 
Sunday any goods, etc., within four miles of the corporate limits of any 
incorporated city or town a crime. Then there is a semicolon, and the 
act in the next clause absolutely prohibits the keeping open of any 
store, shop, or place of business in which such goods, ete., are kept for 
sale, between 12 o’clock Saturday night and 12 o’clock Sunday night. 
The defendant here was conducting a grocery store in the same room 
in which he ran a cafe, There were groceries on his counter and soft 
drinks in cases exposed to the view of his customers. There was no 
proof, however, that he sold or offered to sell on the Sunday in question 
anything but food and ice-cream to his customers. So, the only question 
in this case is, as it seems to us, whether or not the defendant, by keep- 
ing open this place where he ran a grocery store on Sunday has offended 
against the law, though in the same room he conducted a cafe. The 
amendment to the act, ch. 200, Public-Local Laws of the Extra Session, 
may lend some color to the view suggested, that the exposing of the 
coca-cola bottles and groceries for sale in the same room is an offense 
against the act, whether it is so or not. The amendment is as follows: 
“The exemption that this act shall not be construed to apply to hotels, 
to boarding-houses, or to restaurants or cafes, or furnishing meals to 
actual guests, shall not authorize such hotels, boarding-houses, restau- 
rants, or cafes to expose for sale, sell, or offer for sale, or serve with 
food on Sunday any soft drinks of any kind, except coffee, tea, and 
milk.” 

The State contended that with this incorporated in the act, in con- 
nection with its subsequent provisions, specifically defining what may 
be sold by drug stores and cigar stands, may result in the prohibition 
against conducting a cafe or restaurant in a room in which groceries 
and soft drinks are exposed for sale. The defendant’s counsel attacks 
the constitutionality of the act thus interpreted. Our Court, however, 
had considered such Sunday legislation in numerous cases and has sus- 
tained it. S. v. Williams, 26 N. C., 400; 9. v. Brooksbank, 28 N. C., 
74; Rodman v. Robinson, 184 N. C., 507; 8S. v. Medlin, 170 N. C., 682; 
S. v. Davis, 171 N. C., 809; 8S. v. Burbage, 172 N. C., 876. See, also, 
note 12 Ann. Cas., 1096, and Hennington v. Georgia, 163 U. S., 299. 

But to consider more definitely the statute, which the defendant is 
charged with having violated, we are unable to see why there has not 
been such a distinct violation within the meaning of the clear and 
explicit words of that statute. It forbids “the keeping open of any 
store, shop, or place of business in which the enumerated goods, etc., are 
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kept for sale” between 12 o’clock Saturday night until 12 o’clock Sunday 
night. The mere fact that he ran a cafe in the same room with his 
grocery store did not prevent the application of the statute. If this 
were otherwise, the law could be easily evaded or made nugatory. The 
particular language is that “no store, shop, or other place of business in 
which goods, wares, or merchandise of any kind are kept for sale shall 
Keep open doors from 12 o’clock Saturday night until 12 o’clock Sunday 
night.” The statute not only embraces stores and shops, but any other 
place of business of the kind described therein. The defendant kept open 
his store or shop or place of business on Sunday between the forbidden 
hours, and it does not follow, because he had a cafe or restaurant in the 
same room, that his offense was not within the denunciation of the 
statute. His act was prohibited both by the letter and the spirit of the 
statute, however strictly we may construe it. This case differs in 
this respect from S. v. Shoaf, 179 N. ©., 744. 

As to the procedure in the Superior Court, we may further refer to 
S. v. Stewart, 89 N. C., 563, where it was said that a jury trial cannot 
be waived, and where, in the trial of an indictment for an assault and 
pattery, a jury trial was waived and the court, by request, found the 
facts and declared the law arising therein, this Court reld that such a 
procedure 1s not warranted by law and the case will be remanded for 
trial according to the course and practice of the court. 

We follow that procedure here, as we can perceive no substantial or 
legal difference between the two cases. 

It is therefore ordered that the case be remanded to the Superior 
Court of Forsyth County, to be proceeded with according to law. 

Error. 





STATE vy. JOHN FLOWERS. 
(Filed 1 November, 1922.) 


Criminal Law—Prosecution in Good Faith—Evidence—Appeal and Error 
—Prejudice—Reversible Error. 

In an action for embezzlement it was competent to ask the prosecutor, 
on cross-examination, if he was acting therein in behalf of another in 
attempting to obtain from the defendant a deed to land involved in a civil 
action, upon the question of the prosecutor’s good faith, etc., and a refusal 
to allow such examination constitutes reversible error. 


CLARK, C. J., dissenting. 


AppreaL by defendant from Cranmer, J., at July Term, 1922, of 
Dupttn. 
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Criminal prosecution, tried upon an indictment charging the defend- 
ant with embezzling $350 and a Studebaker automobile on 27 February, 
1918, alleged to be the property of one Willie Waters, denominated in the 
record as “nominal prosecutor.” 

The State’s evidence, if believed, showed that the defendant Flowers, 
in 1918, sold to the prosecuting witness, Willie Waters, an automobile 
for $475. Waters paid $350 cash and gave a note and mortgage on the 
car for $125. <A few days later Waters, being a shoemaker, and finding 
that he could not operate the car, applied to the defendant to take it 
pack. The defendant agreed to do so upon Waters appointing him, the 
defendant, his agent to sell the car. The oral agreement was that the 
vroceeds of the sale of the car should first be applied to the payment of 
the $125 note, then the remainder of it, to the extent of $350 paid in 
cash by Waters, was to be returned to Waters. 

This alleged agreement was denied by the defendant, and he offered in 
evidence the following written contract, which Waters admitted he 
signed at the time the machine was returned to the defendant: 


“This paper made this 4 March, 1918, by Willie Waters of Duplin 
County and State of North Carolina, party of the first part, and John 
Flowers of Duplin County and State of North Carolina, of the second 

art: 
: “Witnesseth, that in consideration of the party of the second part 
releasing the party of the first part of notes held on an automobile which 
the party of the second part sold to the party of the first, the party of 
the first part does hereby transfer the said automobile back to the party 
of the second part, and the party of the second part does this day release 
party of the first part of said notes. 

“Witness my hand and seal the day and date first above written. 

“Witness: James Powers. W.S. Waters. [seat.}” 


The defendant then took the car and returned it to one J. E, Clayton, 
from whom he had purchased it, and who held a purchase-money mort- 
gage upon the automobile, amounting to $400, taking from Clayton in 
payment of the same his canceled notes and mortgage. 

Under these circumstances, and after the lapse of nearly four years, 
the defendant was convicted of having embezzled the automobile and 
the sum of $350, and was sentenced to jail for a period of two years, to 
be assigned to work on the public roads. Defendant appealed, assigning 
errors. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 


the State. 
Ward & Ward and H. D. Williams for defendant. 
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Stacy, J., after stating the case: At the trial, defendant sought to 
show that this prosecution was instituted at the instance of one Eugene 
Boney, against whom the defendant had filed suit in tae early part of 
1920, to recover from him a valuable tract of land. 

As bearing upon the weight and credibility of the testimony of the 
prosecuting witness, he was asked the following questions on cross- 
examination: 

“Q. Is not Mr. Boney furnishing you with money to prosecute this 
case ?” 

Objection by the State sustained; defendant excepted. Defendant 
expected the witness to answer in the affirmative. 

“Q. Has Mr. Boney employed any of counsel in this case?” 

Objection by the State sustained; defendant excepted. There were 
four lawyers appearing with the solicitor for the State, and defendant 
expected an affirmative answer. 

“Q. At the time prosecution started, did you not know that Eugene 
Boney had a lawsuit with defendant about a piece of land?” 

Objection by the State sustained; defendant excepted. Defendant 
expected an affirmative answer. 

Defendant further sought to show on cross-examination of this wit- 
ness that, upon the preliminary hearing, defendant was discharged for 
want of probable cause, and Waters was taxed with the costs; that im- 
mediately after the preliminary trial, counsel for defendant was as- 
saulted by Eugene Boney, with a knife, because his name had been 
mentioned in the trial. This evidence was excluded upon objection, 
and defendant excepted. 

The defendant further sought to show, by his own evidence, that at 
the time of his arrest the officer presented to him for execution a deed 
from himself and wife to Eugene Boney for the land in controversy in 
the civil action, stating that he had been instructed not to serve the 
warrant if the deed were executed. T'his evidence was excluded. 

The witness was not permitted to answer the following: questions: 

“Q. At the preliminary hearing of this matter, Esquire Powers dis- 
charged you and taxed Waters with the costs?” 

Objection by the State sustained; defendant excepted. Witness would 
have answered “Yes.” 

“Q. Did Mr. Eugene Boney assault Mr. Ward, your counsel, after 
the preliminary trial, and violently curse him for having mentioned 
his name?” 

Objection by the State sustained; defendant excepted. Witness would 
have answered “Yes.” 

“Q. Did Eugene Boney talk to you here at term of court at which 
this bill was found?” 


N. 0.] FALL TERM, 1922. 691 
STATE UV. EX LOWERS. 


Objection by the State sustained; defendant excepted. Witness would 
have answered “Yes; Boney said they were going to indict me and if 
I would sign the deed to him there would be no more of it. I didn’t 
sign the deed, and I was arrested on a capas under this bill of indict- 
ment.” 

There was other evidence offered and excluded, tending to show that 
Boney was the real prosecutor in the case, and that Waters was acting 
in his behalf and at his request. While some of this evidence may have 
been excluded, and rightly so, by reason of the form and manner in 
which it was presented, yet, in the main, it was pertinent and clearly 
competent as bearing upon the good faith of the prosecution and the 
weight and credibility of the evidence of the nominal prosecutor, Willie 
Waters. It should be observed that Waters’ testimony, upon whose 
evidence alone the defendant was convicted, is in direct conflict with 
the terms of the written bill of sale which he signed on 4 March, 1918. 

The defendant was entitled to have the jury consider the real facts 
in the case; and, if the above excluded testimony be worthy of belief, 
there can be no doubt as to who was the real prosecutor. This is so 
plain “that he may run that readeth it.” Habakkuk, 2:2. 

Again, there is no evidence on the record tending to show any embez- 
zlement of the $350. This sum was paid to the defendant by the prose- 
cuting witness at the time he purchased the car, and in no view of the 
evidence could he have been convicted on this count. 

For the error, as indicated, there must be a new trial, or a venire 
de novo. 

New trial. 


CrarK, C. J., dissenting: The uncontradicted evidence was that the 
defendant, in October, 1917, bought the car in question from J. E. 
Clayton for $600, paying $100 cash and giving his notes for the balance. 
In 1918 the defendant sold the automobile to Willie Waters, the prose 
cuting witness, for $475. Waters paid $350 cash, and gave a note and 
mortgage on the car for $125. A few days afterwards, Waters being 
a shoemaker and finding that he could not operate the car, applied to 
the defendant to take it back. This he agreed to-do upon Waters 
appointing him, the defendant, his agent to sell the car. The agree- 
ment was that the proceeds of the sale of the car by the defendant should 
first be applied to the payment of the $125 note, then the remainder of 
it not to exceed $350, which was the amount of the cash paid by Waters, 
was to be returned to him. 

As soon as the defendant had secured possession of the car under this 
agreement, he returned it to Clayton, who took the car for the balance 
due him upon the notes. Clayton turned over to Flowers $400 in notes 
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of Flowers, marking them paid. Clayton testified that at this time the 
ear was worth $300. The defendant at no time after the settlement 
with Clayton accounted for any part of the proceeds of the sale. 

In order to convict the defendant of embezzlement, four facts must be 
established: (1) That the accused was the agent of the person alleged. 
and that by the terms of his employment he was chargec. with receiving 
the money or property of his principal; (2) that he did in fact receive 
such meney; (3) that he received it in the course of his employment; 
and (4) that he, knowing that it was not his own, converted it to his 
own use. All of the elements of the crime, as shown upon the evidence, 
are set out in this case and justified the verdict. S. v. Gulledge, 172 
N. C., 746; 8S. v. Long, 148 N. C., 674; 8S. v. Connor, 142 N. C., 708; 
S. v. Summers, 141 N. C., 848; 8S. v. Blackley, 188 N. C., 620. 

The written agreement signed by Waters that he released and trans- 
ferred back to Flowers the automobile merely placed the title back in 
Flowers to make sale of the same. The testimony of Waters that 
Flowers, as agent, was to sell the car and bring him the proceeds after 
paying the $125 he owed Flowers was a valid verbal agreement. 

The written part of the contract was not in contradiction of the verba! 
conditions on which Flowers was to dispose of the property and was 
eompetent. Nissen v. Mining Co., 104 N. C., 309, and numerous citations 
thereto in Anno. Ed. Otherwise, the written agreement would have 
been a gift by Waters of the property without consideration, when the 
only reasonable construction is, as Waters testified, that it was to be 
sold by Flowers and accounted for. Flowers not having done this, was 
guilty of embezzlement. 

The defendant further contended that because of the condition that 
the proceeds of the car, when sold by Flowers, should be apphed to the 
payment of the $125 note due by Waters, then the remainder of it to 
the extent of $350 cash, which had been paid by Waters, was to be 
returned to Waters, and all above should be divided equally between 
them (but there was nothing in excess) amounted to a joint ownership, 
and hence the appropriation of the entire proceeds by Flowers was not 
an embezzlement. 

This subject, however, was fully discussed and deeided in S. v. 
Blackley, 1388 N. C., 620, which held, upon these identical facts, that in 
such case the failure of the agent who converted the property to his own 
use and failed to pay his part of the proceeds of the sa.e to the owner 
was an act of embezzlement. Such contract as this did not constitute 
the defendant and Flowers partners, but the defendant was the agent of 
the prosecutor and by the terms of his employment, having received 
property of his principal in the course of his employment, and knowing 
it was not his own, converted it to his own use, he was guilty of embezzle- 
ment. 
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In S. v. Blackley, supra, the Court affirmed the following charge by 
the judge: “If the jury shall be satisfied from the evidence that Black- 
ley was to sell the horses and mules for McAdow and pay the expenses, 
and then pay to McAdow the cost price of the horses and mules before 
any division of profits, he had no right to mix the cost price of the 
horses and mules with his own money,” and the Court sustained the 
conviction. 

On the trial the defendant asked the prosecuting witness several 
questions 1n an attempt to show that one Eugene Boney was hostile to 
the defendant, and had instigated this proceeding. These questions 
were entirely irrelevant and were properly excluded. They did not tend 
to impeach the character of the prosecuting witness, but were merely to 
show a motive, which was unnecessary, for he was a prosecutor. 

Eugene Boney was in no way connected with any of the dealings as 
to the automobile or its disposal in any way, and was not a witness on 
the trial. It was an attempt to divert attention from the question at 
issue, which was the embezzlement by the defendant of the property of 
Waters, and the only effect of the cross-examination of the prosecuting 
witness, if allowed, would have been to make an issue as to the relation- 
ship between Eugene Boney (who was in no wise connected with the 
matter) and the prosecuting witness, It needs no citation of authorities 
to sustain the ruling of the judge excluding these questions as irrelevant. 

Though the defendant went upon the stand himself and put on wit- 
nesses, he did not deny the essential elements of the offense charged. 
He contents himself with the attempt to prove by the cross-examination 
of witnesses that Boney had animus against him, and had caused Waters 
to bring this prosecution, but there is no contradiction that he took the 
machine back from Waters; Clayton testified that defendant resold it 
to him for $400, and defendant does not deny he has paid Waters ne 
part of the proceeds of the resale of the property, although Waters had 
it only a few days and had paid the defendant for it $475 ($350 in 
cash). He rests his case upon the purely irrelevant allegation that, as 
he claims, Waters was prompted to this prosecution by an enemy of his. 

The cross-examination excluded did not tend to show bias of Waters, 
who was the prosecuting witness, but merely to impeach Boney, who was 
not a witness at all, and was therefore irrelevant. 

As Waters received nothing in return for the machine for which the 
defendant admits Waters had paid him $350 in money and given him 
a note for $125, the indictment charges in two counts the embezzlement 
of the machine and of $350 in cash. As the verdict is a general one, 
it is immaterial whether the embezzlement was of the machine or of any 
part of the value thereof. 
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It is noticeable that the defendant’s brief does not deny these facts, 
but it is taken up entirely with the charge of bad feeling by Boney (who 
had no connection with this matter for which the defendant is indicted), 
and the allegation that Boney threatened to assault defendant’s counsel. 
The real issue—the embezzlement charge—and the failure of the de 
fendant to account to Waters for any part of the proceeds of the 
machine (which he does not deny Clayton paid him) is not controverted 
or even mentioned in defendant’s brief. 





STATE vy. A. A. MILLS. 
(Filed 8 November, 1922.) 


Witnesses — Character — Knowledge — Intoxicating Liquor— Spirituous 
Liquor—Evidence—-Hearsay Evidence. 


Before a witness may testify to the bad character of the defendant on 
trial for the unlawful sale of liquor, he must qualify himself by first 
saying under oath that he knows what such character is, before giving the 
information he has received thereon from others, and thus prevent a 
conviction by rumors that were mere hearsay declarations on the prin- 
cipal question of guilt or innocence; and an admission of testimony, in 
behalf of the State, that all the witness could say was what people had 
said to him, that the defendant was a man who handled liquor, is reversi- 
ble error, when unsupported by the sworn testimony by the witness of 
his own knowledge of the defendant’s bad character. 


CLARK, C. J., dissenting. 


AppraL by defendant from Cranmer, J., at February Term, 1922, of 
GREENE. 

Criminal action for the unlawful sale of intoxicating liquors. There 
was evidence on the part of the State tending to show that in September, 
1921, E. H. Sugg e# al., officers in the Revenue Department of the State, 
under a proper warrant, made search of defendant’s premises at and in 
said county, and found there several empty jugs and boitles, all having 
the odor of corn whiskey, and they also found between the kitchen and 
smoke-house, hidden in some weeds, a two-gallon jug with about one 
gallon of corn whiskey in it, ete. 

For the defendant the evidence tended to show that defendant was 
not on the premises at the time, having gone to Kinston to sell his 
tobacco crop. Defendant himself testifying as a witness. denied that he 
had any whiskey on his premises, or that he had any interest therein. 
He further testified that he had several hands working his farm, and 
one of these, Jones Forbes, had a room in defendant’s house. That on 
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the Saturday night before Forbes had procured a gallon of whiskey, 
which he had on the premises, and witness having found this out, 
remonstrated with Forbes. There was a quarrel between them about it, 
and witness discharged Forbes. There were no bottles or other vessels 
on witness’s place having the odor of whiskey that witness knew any- 
thing about. Several witnesses testified to the good character of the 
defendant. 

In reply, the State introduced, as a witness, Sheriff Herring, who 
testified as follows: 

Sheriff Herring, for the State: “I know the defendant Mills. 

“Q. What is his general reputation? A. All I can tell you is the 
report to me what people said to me. 

“To the foregoing answer defendant objects; objection overruled; 
defendant duly excepted. Exception No. 6. 

“Q. Prior to the time he was arrested? A. He was reported to me 
as a man handling liquor.” 

Objected to and exception taken. There was verdict of guilty, judg- 
ment, and defendant excepted and appealed. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
J. Paul Prizzelle and H. L. Swain for defendant. 


Hoxs, J. It is fully recognized that in the trial of causes the testi- 
mony of a witness may be impeached by evidence of his bad character, 
and it is equally well established that before this is allowed the impeach- 
ing witness must qualify himself by saying under oath that he knows 
what such character is. This is not at all a meaningless position, but 
under some of the more recent rulings as to the examination of witnesses 
its proper enforcement is at times necessary to prevent a conviction by 
rumors that are mere hearsay declarations on the principal question of 
guilt or innocence. 

In 8. v. Parks, 25 N. C., 296, Judge Gaston speaks most impressively 
on the subject as follows: “It is essential to the uniform administra- 
tion of justice, which is one of the best securities for its faithful admin- 
istration, that the rules of evidence should be steadily observed. Among 
these, the rule which regulates the admission of testimony offered to 
impeach the character of a witness is now so well established and so 
clearly defined that a departure from it must be regarded as a violation 
of law. The witness is not to be discredited, because of the opinions 
which any person or any number of persons may have expressed to his 
disadvantage, unless such opinions have created or indicate a general 
reputation of his want of moral principle. The impeaching witness 
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must, therefore, profess to know the general reputation of the witness 
sought to be discredited, before he can be heard to speak of his own 
opinion or of the opinions of others, as to the reliance to be placed on 
the testimony of the impeached witness.” 

And in S. v. Coley, 114 N. C., 879, Avery, J., delivering the opinion, 
said: “No principle of evidence is more clearly settled in North Caro- 
lina, nor by a longer line of decisions than that a witness will not be 
allowed to testify as to character until he shall have first qualified him- 
self by stating that he knows the reputation of the person in question.” 
And many other decisions on the subject are to the sare effect. 8S. v. 
Ussery, 118 N. C., 1177; S. vo. Gee, 92 N. C., 756; S. v. Sperght, 69 
N. C., 72; S. v. Perkins, 66 N. C., 126. 

Recurring to the record, we do not think that the exceptions noted 
can be brought within the principle or meaning of these decisions. 
Sheriff Herring at no time professes to know the character of the 
impeached witness. ‘AII I can tell you is the report to me, what people 
said to me”; and further, “He was reported to me as a man handling 
hquor.” Whether these reports were from few or many people, and 
whether from one or the other, they had had the effect of creating a 
settled and general estimate adverse to the character of the witness in 
no way appears. The entire statement creates the impression rather 
that the witness 1s giving the effect of rumors born of the present charge, 
and not the general reputation of the impeached witness in the,com- 
munity, the only kind of evidence that is competent in such an inquiry. 

The cases of S. v. Butler, 177 N. C., 585, and S. v. Cathey, 170 N. C., 
794, are not in contravention of this decision. In both, the witnesses 
had first qualified himself by saying that he knew the general character 
of the impeached witness, and was then allowed to say what it was, thus 
bringing themselves within the rules of well ordered procedure, as 
approved in the cases referred to. 

There are other objections to the validity of this conviction. that are 
worthy of grave consideration, but as they may not appear on a second 
trial, they are not more fully adverted to. 

For the error indicated, defendant, in our opinion, is entitled to a 
new trial, and it is so ordered. 

New trial. 


Crark, C, J., dissenting: The defendant was convicted in the county 
court of Lenoir of having in possession liquor for the purpose of sale, 
and on appeal was again convicted by a jury in the Superior Court. It 
was in evidence for the State that in September, 1921, in consequence of 
information received, the four officers named were sent with a search 
warrant to the premises of the defendant, a colored man living out in 
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the country. When they arrived, he was absent, and they read the 
search warrant to his wife, who was in charge of the premises during 
her husband’s absence, and who told them to go ahead and search. 
Between the kitchen and the smoke-house they found a two-gallon jug 
with over one gallon of corn whiskey. This was hid in dog fennel. 
Besides this, they found other jugs and bottles empty, but smelling of 
whiskey. Upon the officers finding the whiskey, the wife of the defend- 
ant ran into the house for a gun. The officer told her if she picked up a 
gun she would never lay it down. He says she stayed there, and 
mouthed and called him a right ugly name; she came outside and 
got a cart-round and waved it around like she was going to hit him; he 
told her he would slap her down and she dropped that and ran and got a 
pitchfork; he told her she had better not try to hit him with that pitch- 
fork, and while he was there keeping her down, the other officers were 
searching the premises. The defendant on his cross-examination was 
asked about the resistance to the officers by his wife, “What was your 
wife raising such a storm about, if there was no liquor there?” to which 
he replied, “She did not raise as much as Mr. Sugg says she cid; she 
tells me she did not, and others say so.” Again he was asked, “She got 
the gun, and then went and got a pitchfork?” This was objected to, but 
it does not appear what the answer would have been. The defendant’s 
counsel claims that her actions and statements, under the circumstances, 
in the absence of her husband, were res inter alios acta as to him, and 
consequently inadmissible. 

The defendant also excepted that in reply to evidence introduced by 
the defendant as to his good character the sheriff was asked by the State, 
“What is the defendant’s general reputation?” he answered, “All I can 
tell you is the report to me; he was reported to me as a man handling 
liquor.” To the foregoing answer the defendant objected. The sheriff 
was then asked, “Prior to the time he was arrested?” and replied, “He 
was reported to me as a man handling liquor.” To the foregoing ques- 
tion and answer the defendant excepted. 

The defendant excepted to the evidence as to the conduct of his wife, 
who was left in sole charge of the house during the defendant’s absence. 
The charge is not against the wife, but against the husband, and her 
conduct was a circumstance to be taken in connection with the liquor 
found upon her premises, as it proves prima facie that it was in his 
possession, and in the defendant’s evidence; he did not deny she was 
there as his representative. The quantity of liquor found, more than 
one gallon, was prima facie evidence of its possession for the purpose 
of sale, which presumption is strengthened by the fact that seven other 
jugs were found hidden about the premises. She was in possession of 
the premises, for when the officers arrived she welcomed them and told 
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them they were welcome to search the premises. She said, “Go ahead, 
there is no whiskey here,” but when the officers started to search the 
premises she ran and got a gun and threatened to shoot one of the 
officers. As long as the officers stayed in the house she was very quiet, 
but when they went back of the house and found the two-gallon jug 
with whiskey in it, she became excited and began to threaten the officers. 
The gallon of whiskey and 7 jugs were found in the weeds, and the 
officers also found “about a cart-load” of empty coca-cola bottles which 
smelt of whiskey. This conduct was certainly competent upon many 
precedents in this Court. 

_The wife here was not testifying against the husband, nor can her 
statements be excluded on the ground of confidential communications 
from her husband. The acts of the agent of the husband in possession 
of the premises where the whiskey was found do not present the case of 
a wife testifying against her husband, but were simply a part of the 
res geste@. 

The wife admitted that she was in charge of the premises for her 
husband by first telling the officers that they could go through and 
examine for any liquor, denying that there was any. Her consequent 
conduct was simply a part of the res geste. In S. v. Crouse, 182 N.C.,, 
836, Adams, J., recites as one of the pregnant evidences of guilt, and 
which was pressed in the brief for the State, that “After the two officers 
had gone to the defendant’s house, they saw the defendant’s wife go 
into her room and put under the bed a fruit jar which contained more 
than a quart of whiskey, while another found a small quantity in the 
cellar.” In that case, as in this, the defendant himself was absent from 
home, and in that case, as in this, as the opinion states: “There was 
evidence tending to show that the defendant’s character was bad as to 
the manufacture of hquor, and there are various other circumstances 
tending to show his guilt.” In this case there was conclusive evidence, 
irrespective of these circumstances, by actually finding more than a 
gallon of liquor and the empty jugs and bottles smelling of liquor. 

In 8. v. Simons, 178 N. C., 679, there was evidence that the defendant 
on another occasion when arrested had first denied having whiskey, and 
then had resisted the officer. The evidence here is simply a part of the 
res geste, and competent. The conduct of those in charge on such 
search is not only competent against the owners, but would justify an 
indictment against them individually as accessories. 8S. v. Killian, 178 
N. C., 753, 758. | 

The only other exception is because the sheriff in testifying to the 
character of the defendant, having said in reply to a question as to his 
general reputation: “All I can tell you is the report to me; what 
people said to me” (which is evidence of general character), adding, of 
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his own motion, “He was reported to me as a man handling liquor.” 
This was not in reply to the question asked him, but a voluntary addi- 
tion to his testimony. It has often been held that this would not vitiate 
the trial. | 

While a witness cannot be asked as to any particular trait of char- 
acter on a matter of general reputation, it is competent for him to add, 
as in this case, of his own motion, a qualification to a general statement. 
In 8. v. Butler, 177 N. C., 585, the subject is fully discussed, and it is 
thus said: ‘Where the character of the defendant, on trial for violat- 
ing the statute against the sale of spirituous liquor, is in evidence a 
witness, who has testified that he knows the general character of the 
defendant, may voluntarily, and in order to speak the truth, testify in 
answer to a proper question that the defendant’s character for selling 
whiskey is bad.” In that case, quoting Hoke, J., in S. v. Summers, 
173 N. C., 780, it is said: “Objection is also made that the court 
refused to strike out the answer of certain other witnesses as to the 
character, who, after saying they knew the character of defendant, 
qualified their further answer by saying in what respect it was bad. It 
is the accepted rule that a witness may do this of his own volition, and 
these exceptions also must be disallowed. Edwards v. Price, 162 N. C., 
245; S. v. Hairston, 121 N. C., 582.” 

The Court, in S. ». Butler, supra, also cited 8. v. Cathey, 170 N. C., 
794, where the sheriff, in replying to the question as to the general 
reputation of the defendant, said exactly as in this case, “It is bad for 
dealing in liquor.” The Court held, Allen, J., that this was no error. 

The defendant put his character in evidence, both by going on the 
witness stand himself and by putting up six witnesses who testified to 
his good character. The State put up only one witness to character, 
the sheriff, who qualified himself by saying he knew what was reported 
to him, adding of his own volition, “He was reported to me as a man 
handling liquor.” This was not error, Hoke, J., in S. v. Summers, 178 
N. C., at p. 780, citing Edwards v. Price, 162 N. C., 245; 8. v. Hairston, 
121 N. C., 582, which have been approved since by Allen, J., in 8. v. 
Cathey, 170 N. C., 794, and in S. v. Butler, 177 N. C., 586. 

The issue in this case is not the character of the defendant, but the 
charge in the bill of indictment. The evidence was unquestionably 
sufficient to be submitted to a jury, Walker, J., in 8S. v. Alston, 188 
N. C., 735, and it convinced them. In Edwards v, Price, 162 N.C., 245, 
and other cases, this Court has deprecated giving too much stress to 
minute debates as to examinations as to character, both as tending to 
divert the attention of the jury from the real issue and because of the 
needless lengthening of trials. Here the defendant put on six character 
witnesses, and he was certainly not prejudiced by the witness for the 
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State who, instead of saying the defendant’s character was bad, con- 
scientiously restricted his testimony (as he had a right :o do according 
to all the authorities) by saying it was bad “for handling lhquor’’-—as in 
S. v. Crouse, Adams, J., 182 N. C., at p. 836. 

Upon the argument here, and on the evidence in the record, the real 
objection it seems was not that the defendant was not legally tried and 
properly convicted—indeed, could the jury have possibly done other- 
wise 1f they believed the evidence of the four officers, of which the jury 
were the sole judges—of finding the whiskey. The real complaint of the 
defendant, who was twice convicted, both in the county court and in the 
Superior Court on appeal, seems to be that the judge sentenced him te 
15 months on the county roads. 

Apparently the defendant was a serious offender, for four officers (one 
of them a detective sent down from the State Capital) were sent out to 
arrest him, and they found not only over a gallon of whiskey, but ample 
evidence, if believed, in numerous jugs and bottles, of long-continued 
violation of the law; he was convicted both in the county court and on 
appeal in the Superior Court, and the presumption is that the learned 
judge, in fixing the sentence, had, as usually is the case with judges in 
fixing the sentence, in considering the record of the defendant as a 
law-breaker. But if (of which there is neither presumption nor evi- 
dence) the judge was toc severe, the remedy of the defendant is by 
application to the executive department. _ 

Besides, the presiding judge had probably read the public policy of 
the courts, calculated to suppress this crime, as stated in S. v. Butler, 
177 N. C., at p. 586, as follows: “The ruling of the judge is so well 
sustained upon reason and the authorities that doubtless the real ground 
of the appeal was objection to undergoing the sentence upon the public 
roads for eight months. The violation of law in selling intoxicating 
liquors is deliberate, not impulsive, as is the case in regard to many 
offenses, and the motive is the large profits accruing from the con- 
temptuous violation of the law. The imposition of fines in such cases in 
practice amounts to granting license by the courts upon payment by the 
culprit of a very small part of the illegal profits obta‘ned. The law 
authorized the sentence imposed of imprisonment with leave to work 
upon the public roads. 

“Certainly the taking back by the State of a part of the profits made 
by violation of its laws can never repress the evil which is the object of 
the tria] and punishment. In fact, it puts the State in the more than 
questionable attitude of sharing with the criminal the profits derived 
from the deliberate violation of its own laws, and it is thus in effect a 
partner suing for a share in the proceeds of the illegal business. The 
fines imposed always give the State a very minor share in the illicit 
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receipts. This is not the object to be sought by the courts. Such 
sentences should be imposed as will prevent the repetition of the offense 
py the defendant, and all others offending in like manner.” 

It is true that the orthodox technical examination of a character 
witness should be: “Do you know the character of A. B.?” to which he 
should answer “Yes” or “No,” as the case may be. If he answers 
“No,” that ends it, but in 9 cases out of 10 the untechnical witness, if 
he knows the character, will answer, as the sheriff did in this case, 
stating that he knows what people say of him and what that is. The 
defendant certainly, in this case, was not prejudiced thereby, and in 
view of the evidence by the four officers of their finding the liquor, and 
the defendant having his character testified to by six witnesses in his 
own behalf, there has been no such error committed that the verdict of 
two juries should be set aside upon such technicality. 





STATE vy. J. E. C. BELL. 
(Filed 8 November, 1922.) 


1. Criminal Law-—General Verdict-——Counts in the Indictment. 


A general verdict of guilty upon several counts in a bill of indictment 
will be interpreted to apply to the one alone, if only one, that is supported 
vy the evidence, and to which the charge of the court was directed, and to 
which the case has been confined upon the trial: and not to such others 
that would violate the theory upon which the criminal action was tried, 
and was unsupported by the evidence and ignored by the charge. 


2. Statutes—lInterpretation—Courts. 


The courts will observe the separation of the legislative and supreme 
judicial powers of the Government by the State Constitution, and will 
only interpret a statute to ascertain and give effect to the intention of the 
Legislature, or, if such intention cannot be discovered, to give the statute 
such reasonable constructions as may be consistent with the general rules 
of interpretation, which the Legislature will be presumed to have recog- 
nized in connection with and as a part of the statute being construed ; 
and to ascertain this legislative purpose, the spirit and reason of the 
law will prevail over its letter, especially where a literal construction 
would work an obvious injustice. 


3. Same—Wife—Children—Divorce. 

Within the intent and meaning of C. S., 4447, the willful abandonment 
by the father of his children of the marriage is made a separate offense of 
like degree with that of his willful abandonment of his wife; and his duty 
to the children is not lessened by the fact that a decree of absolute divorce- 
ment has been obtained, the obligation to support his own children con- 
tinuing after the marriage relation between him and his wife has been 
severed by the law. 
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4. Same—Punctuation. 

Punctuation may now be considered as an aid in construing the purpose 
or intent of the Legislature in enacting a statute, especially when brought 
forward from time to time by legislative reénactment; and it is held that 
the placing of a comma after the words “such wife,” in C. 8., 4447, with 
regard to the husband’s abandonment, evinces the legislative intent to 
create two offenses, the one, the willful abandonment of the wife, and 
the other, the willful abandonment by the father of his children of the 
marriage; especially when construed in connectidbn with C. S., 4460, 
making it a misdemeanor for the husband to “willfully neglect to provide 
adequate support for his wife and the child or children which he has 
begotten by her.” 


5. Statutes—Interpretation—Captions—Reénactment. 


While the caption may not be considered in the interpretation of a 
statute when in conflict with the terms expressed in the body of the act, 
it will be given greater significance in its interpretation when the original 
act has been amended and the caption accordingly changed, and thus 
recognized by the Legislature in bringing the act with its amendment 
forward in the codified law; and this rule applies to the interpretation 
of C. S., 4447, as to the offense of the willful abandonment by the husband 
of his wife or children, fortified by C. 8., 4449, authorizing the trial judge 
to provide for the support of the deserted wife, or childr2n, or both. 

6. Same—Husband and Wife—Descriptio Personse—Parent and Child. 


C. 8., 4449, uses the word “husband” as descriptio persone, in his rela- 
tion to the child of the marriage to whom his duty of support continues 
after a decree of divorcement has been entered; and does not confine the 
offense to the willful abandonment of the wife. 


7. Statutes—Abandonment of Children—Statute of Limitations—Support 
—Subsequent Promise. 


The promise of the father to support his children and his making gifts 
to them is sufficient to repel the bar of the two-year statute of limitations, 
whether he was living in the same home with them or otherwise, in 
proceedings under our criminal statute for his willfully abandoning them. 
C. S., 4447. 


CLARK, C. J., concurring; Stacy, J., dissenting; Waker, J., concurs in 
dissenting opinion of Sraoy, J. 


AppEAL by defendant from Allen, J.,.at March Term, 1922, of Vance. 

On 20 December, 1921, Mabel K. Bell made an affidavit before a 
justice of the peace of Vance County that the defendant, her divorced 
husband, had willfully abandoned and failed and refused to support 
his four children, of the age of four, six, eight, and eleven years, 
respectively; and thereupon she obtained a warrant under which the 
defendant was arrested and afterward bound to the ‘Superior Court. 
At the March Term, 1922, the grand jury returned a true bill contain- 
ing three counts charging the defendant (1) with the willful abandon- 
ment of his children without providing for them adequate support; 
(2) with the willful abandonment of his wife without providing ade 
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quate support for her and the children; and (3) with willfully failing 
to provide adequate support for her and the children while he was 
living with his wife. The bill is endorsed “Abandonment of Children.” 
At the same term the case was called for trial, and the State’s witnesses 
were examined; the defendant declined to offer any evidence, and relied 
upon the statute of limitations. Following is a recapitulation of so 
much of the evidence as is necessary to an understanding of the con- 
troversy. At the March Term, 1921, Mabel Bell was granted a decree 
divorcing her from the defendant. On or about 1 June, 1919, the 
defendant, without just cause, abandoned her and the children without 
providing for them an adequate support, and afterward admitted that: 
he had not taken care of the children, and would not care for them. 
The wife inherited an estate worth about $20,000, on which she had 
placed a $10,000 mortgage to secure two bonding companies who were 
prosecuting the defendant; a part of it she had spent for the children. 
At the time of the trial she was getting practically nothing from the 
estate, and her income was not sufficient for the support of the children. 
On 1 December, 1920, the defendant and his wife executed to R. S. 
McCoin a deed of trust on her real and personal property for the pur- 
pose of paying her debts and taxes, and collecting dividends, etc., and 
turning over to her a stated sum every month for the support of herself 
and the children. 

In the fall of 1921 one of the children was sick in the hospital and 
the defendant told the trustee that he would do what he could for the 
children, and promised to send $200 and certain tax money claimed to 
be due him, but that he would not contribute to the support of his 
divorced wife. At the Christmas of 1920 the defandant gave the chil- 
dren a pony, and at the Christmas of 1921 he sent the oldest a book, 
the youngest a doll, and a basket to each of the others. 

The defendant’s motion for nonsuit was denied, and his Honor in- 
structed the jury to return a verdict of guilty if they believed all the 
evidence, and were satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt that the defend- 
ant furnished the children with presents testified to and offered or 
agreed with the trustee to furnish means for supporting them, and after 
so doing and agreeing, if it was within two years, he willfully failed to 
furnish them adequate support. There was a general verdict of guilty, 
and thereupon his Honor adjudged that the defendant should pay into 
the court $50 a month for the support of his children. The defendant 
appealed. 


Attorney-General Manning, Assistant Attorney-General Nash, and 
T. M. Pittman for the State. 
T. T. Hicks & Son for defendant. 
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Apams, J. The statutes making abandonment a misdemeanor were 
enacted in 1869. Public Laws 1868-69, ch. 209. The first section of 
the original act is now section 4447 of the Consolidated Statutes, the 
second is section 4450, and the third, section 4448. Section 4449 was 
enacted in 1917. The State contends that the defendant is guilty of a 
breach of the section first named above (4447), and concedes that if he 
is not, he should be discharged. The prosecution further admits that 
the defendant cannot be convicted if his guilt is legally dependent on 
his abandonment of his wife, because he abandoned her in June, 1919, 
more than two years before the warrant was issued or the bill of indict- 
ment was returned, and has not renewed as to her his marital obligation. 
Indeed, at the March Term, 1921, of the Superior Court, she obtained 
a decree dissolving the bonds of matrimony. The appeal, therefore, 
presents these two questions: 

1. Is a former husband, from whom his wife (now living) has pro- 
cured an absolute divorce, subject to prosecution under section 4447 for 
the subsequent abandonment of their children without providing such 
children an adequate support ? 

2. If so, is the prosecution barred by the statute of limitations? 

With respect to the first interrogatory, the defendant’s contention, 
concisely stated, is this: The statute (section 4447) contemplates the 
husband’s abandonment of the wife without providing adequate support 
for her and their children, if any, and excludes the interpretation that 
the word “abandonment” apples equally to the children. In other 
words, the defendant contends that he is not guilty of a breach of this 
statute, even if it be granted that he willfully abandoned the children 
begotten of his wife without providing for their adequate support. 
There is, in our opinion, no sound reason for this limited construction. 
Since conditions growing out of the domestic relation exact of the wife 
the more immediate association, care, nurture, and tuition of the child, 
it has popularly been conceived that the abandonment of the wife in- 
volves the abandonment of the children. Doubtless the decisions are in 
part responsible for this conception—for in all the cases in which the 
husband was convicted of abandonment without providing support for 
the wife and the child they were ostensibly living together; and, in fact, 
he abandoned his child when he abandoned his wife. Not so here. The 
husband and the wife are divorced. 

The jury returned a general verdict of guilty. It has repeatedly 
been held that where there are several counts in an indictment, and the 
evidence applies to one count only, a general verdict will be presumed to 
have been rendered on the count to which the evidence applies. S. v. 
Long, 52 N. C., 24; S. v. May, 182 N. C., 1021; S. v. Gregory, 158 
N. C., 6486; S. v. Strange, 183 N. C., 775. From his Honor’s instruc- 
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tion to the jury, and from the judgment, which makes provision for the 
children only, we may legitimately infer that the prosecution was con- 
fined to the count which charges the defendant with the willful abandon- 
ment of the children, or, at any rate, that his Honor concluded that the 
willful abandonment of the children without providing adequate support 
for them—regardless of the legal status of the wife—was a breach of the 
statute. The question first stated above, then, may be reduced to this: 
Does the first count in the indictment charge a criminal offense? The 
statute is as follows: “If any husband shall willfully abandon his wife 
without providing adequate support for such wife, and the children 
which he may have begotten upon her, he shall be guilty of a misde- 
meanor,” 

We have decided, in several cases in which the husband was indicted 
for abandonment and failure to provide support, that both these ele- 
ments must be established, and we adhere to these precedents. But the 
former decisions of the Court do not determine the controversy, for 
the question in this appeal has not heretofore been presented for con- 
sideration. We must resort, therefore, to the established principles of 
statutory construction. Scrupulously observing the constitutional sepa- 
ration of the legislative and the supreme judicial powers of the govern- 
ment, we adhere to the fundamental principle that it is the duty of the 
Court, not to make the law, but to expound it, and to that end to ascer- 
tain and give effect to the intention of the Legislature, or if the legisla- 
tive intent cannot be discovered, to give the statute such reasonable 
construction as may be consistent with the general principles of law. 
This is reasonable, for the courts impute to the Legislature, as a co- 
ordinate branch of the government, knowledge of the settled principles 
and maxims of statutory construction, and assume that statutes are 
enacted with a view to their interpretation according to such maxims 
and principles as an effective means of assuring certainty and uni- 
formity in the administration of the law. In our endeavor to ascertain 
the purpose of the statute, we should also have due regard to the rule 
that the spirit and reason of the law shall prevail over its letter, espe- 
cially where a literal construction would work an obvious injustice. 
Herring v. Dixon, 122 N. C., 425; Wilson v. Markley, 183 N. C., 616; 
Fortune v. Comrs., 140 N. C., 322; WeLeod v. Comrs., 148 N. C., 79; 
25 R. C. L., 955 et seg.; 36 Cyc., 1102 et seq. 

What, then, was the intention of the Legislature in enacting this 
statute? The obvious purpose was to punish the husband for a willful 
failure to perform certain duties enjoined by the marriage contract— 
the duty to live with and to provide support for his wife and their 
children. Accordingly, his willful abandonment of his children without 
providing for them adequate support is no less a misdemeanor than his 
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willful abandonment of his wife without providing adequate support 
for her. If there be no children, his willful desertion and neglect of 
his wife 1s punishable under the statute. S. v. Toney, 162 N. C., 635. 
If there be children and no wife—if she be dead or divorced—his willful 
abandonment of them without providing for their support is none the 
less criminal. This, we think, is the rational interpretation. It is in 
accord not only with the spirit and reason of the law, but with the 
phraseology and punctuation. Punctuation, we admit, is not an infalli- 
ble standard of construction; indeed, some courts have held that it . 
should be disregarded; but we apprehend that their conclusion was 
based upon the old English doctrine which was annour.ced as a neces- 
sary consequence of the custom of enacting and enrolling laws with no 
punctuation whatever. But this is not the prevailing doctrine. In 
Taylor v. Town, 10 A. & E. Anno. Cas., 1082, it is said: “There is no 
reason why punctuation, which is intended to and does essist in making 
clear and plain all things else in the English language, should be re- 
jected in the case of the interpretation of statutes. C'essante ratione 
legis cessat tpsa lex.” Ewing v. Burnet, 11 Pet. (U. S.), 41; Albright 
v. Payne, 43 Ohio St., 8; Savings Ins. v. Newark, 638 N. J. L., 547; 
Comrs. v. Ellwood, 1938 IIL, 304; Tyrrell v. New York, 159 N. Y., 239. 
Regard should be given to the difference, which, no doubt, was inten- 
tional, between the punctuation in the first and the punctuation in the 
second section of the original act. Section 2 (C. S., 4450) was as 
follows: “That if any husband, while living with his wife, shall will- 
fully neglect to provide adequate support for such wife and the child 
or children which he has begotten upon her, he shall be guilty of a 
misdemeanor.” It is important to note the absence of a comma after 
the words “for such wife.” In consequence, the section was deemed to 
denounce only one offense, namely, the willful neglect of the wife and 
the child. Section 1 (C. 8S., 4447) of the original act provides: “That 
if any husband shall willfully abandon his wife without providing 
adequate support for such wife, and the child and children which he has 
begotten upon her (such wife), he shall be deemed guilty of a misde- 
meanor.” Note the comma after the words “wife” and “her.” We 
regard it manifest that the first section of the original act (4447) was 
intended to create two offenses (willful abandonment of the wife and 
failure to support her, and willful abandonment of their children and 
failure to support them), and the second (4450) was subsequently 
amended and coérdinated with the former by substituting “or” for 
“and,” and thereby likewise creating two offenses. The Code, sec. 972. 
The words “while living with his wife” are significant chiefly as re- 
pelling the notion of a complete or partial severance of the marriage 
relation, and for the reason before stated, imply that the derelict hus- 


N.C.) FALL TERM, 1922. 707 
STATE v. BELL. 


band is living also with his children. So the two sections, construed 
together, are intended to punish the husband for willful failure to 
support the wife or children, if living with them, and for his willful 
abandonment of the wife or children and failure to provide adequate 
support. 

The punctuation in section 4447 has been preserved in Battle’s Re- 
visal, in The Code, the Revisal of 1905, and in the Consolidated Statutes. 
If the phrase relating to the wife and children had not been set apart 
by commas as a separate and distinct provision, this section, like section 
two, might reasonably have been construed as creating one offense, and 
would have required an amendment similar to that of section two. It 
is hardly conceivable that the Legislature intended by the amendment 
to create two offenses in the second section if in the first there is only 
one—to subject the husband to prosecution if, while hving with his 
wife, he willfully neglects to provide for their children, and to declare 
him exempt if he willfully abandons them and neglects to provide for 
their support. In our opinion, if the rule of strict construction be 
applied, the statute means just this: If any husband shall willfully 
abandon his wife without providing adequate support for such wife, 
he shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, and if he shall willfully abandon 
the children which he may have begotten upon her without providing 
adequate support for such children, he shall be guilty of a misdemeanor. 
This construction harmonizes the two statutes and credits the Legisla- 
ture with the righteous intention of preserving, so far as practicable, 
the unity of the domestic relation. 

True, the caption of the act of 1868-69 1s “An act to protect married 
women from the willful abandonment or neglect of their husbands’; but 
to the suggestion that the caption may be invoked in explanation of the 
language of the statute, there is in this case more than one answer. In 
the first place, the language of the title is not permitted to control 
expressions in the body of a statute that conflict with it. Blue v. 
McDuffie, 44 N. C., 182; Randall v. RB. R., 104 N. C., 413; 8. c., 107 
N. C., 750; S. v. Patterson, 134 N. C., 614. In the next place, if it be 
granted that the title of the original act should be considered, why is it 
not equally clear that the title of the reénacted statute should be con- 
sidered? We readily admit that the compiler’s preparation of a heading 
for a statute in no way affects the construction of the language “when 
its meaning is perfectly obvious.” Cram v. Cram, 116 N. C., 293. But 
where in the course of half a century a statute has been reénacted time 
after time, and the first title is changed and the reénacted statute there- 
after bears substantially the amended caption throughout, we are not at 
liberty to assume that such caption indicates merely the compiler’s con- 
struction and excludes that of the Legislature. The first reénactment 
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-was in 1874 (Battle’s Rev., ch. 32, sec. 119, and ch. 121, sec. 1), under 
the title, “Husband guilty of a misdemeanor for abandoning family”; 
the second was in 1883 (The Code, vol. 1, ch. 25, sec. 790, and vol. 2, 
ch. 67, sec. 3866 et seg.), under the title, “Abandonment of wife and 
children by husband”; the third was in 1905 (Revisal of 1905, vol. 2, 
ch. 81, sec. 3355, and ch. 121, sec. 5463), under the title, “Abandonment 
of family by husband”; and the fourth, in 1919 (C. 35., vol. 1, ch. 82, 
sec. 4447, and vol. 2, ch. 135, sec. 8107), under the title, “Abandonment 
of family by husband.” If it be conceded that each of these titles was 
prepared by those who compiled the statutes and represented their per- 
sonal interpretation, it is hardly reasonable to inhibit the conclusion 
that such interpretation has received the repeated approval of the 
Legislature. This deduction is fortified by the fact that the Legislature 
of 1917 seems to have approved it in authorizing the trial judge to 
provide for the support of the deserted wife or children, or both. C.S., 
4449, 

We are not disposed to adopt the argument that the offense is directed 
against the “husband” and not against the father. The husband and 
the father is one, and the word used in the statute is intended simply to 
identify the person—descriptio persone—and not to restrict its signifi- 
cance to the relation between the husband and the wife to the exclusion 
of that between the father and the child. The “husband,” if there be 
children, sustains toward his family the dual relation of husband and 
father; he may be referred to as the one, but he is also the other. When 
the marriage relation 1s severed, whether by death or divorce, the hus- 
sand is released from his previous obligation to his wife, but not from 
his obhgation to his children. Here the decree dissolving the marriage 
contract left intact and unimpaired the defendant’s legal obligation to 
maintain his children. If he was subject to prosecution before the 
divorcee, the decree does not cover him with the mantle of immunity. 
Walker v. Crowder, 37 N. C., 487; Haglar v. McCombs, 66 N. C., 351; 
Sanders v. Sanders, 167 N. C., 319; 19 C. J., 353 (813). Even after 
the death or the divorce of the wife the husband is usually referred to 
as the surviving husband or the divorced husband, just as the “husband 
of a daughter” includes the husband of a deceased caughter. Jn re 
Ray’s Estate, 85 N. Y. Sup., 481. 

The next question is whether the prosecution is barred by the statute 
of limitations. More than two years clapsed between the abandonment 
in June, 1919, and the institution of the action in December, 1921. If 
there were nothing else in the record, we should be compelled to hold 
that the prosecution could not be maintained. C. S., 4512. But the 
evidence shows that within two years next preceding the commencement 
of the prosecution the defendant recognized as to his children the restored 
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relation, and voluntarily reassumed his obligation to maintain them 
(his civil hability was never suspended) by bestowing gifts, not of food 
or clothing, it is true, and by his promise to the trustee appointed by 
him and his wife (supported by the consideration of a legal duty) to 
provide for them a substantial amount of money. Thereafter, and 
within two years prior to the prosecution he again abandoned his chil- 
dren and withheld all support. In S. v. Hannon, 168 N. C., 215, the 
trial judge instructed the jury that a new promise to provide support 
would repel the bar of the statute and the instruction was sustained. 
In that case, besides making the promise, defendant paid his wife the 
sum of $5; and while this circumstance is referred to in the opinion, it 
is not referred to in the judge’s instruction to the jury. However, in 
the present case the value of the defendant’s gifts, regardless of his 
promise, far exceeded this amount. In S. v. Davis, 79 N. C., 604, the 
Court said: “The parties [husband and wife] were together treating 
as to what should be their future relations. The wife proposed a 
complete restoration of their marriage relations, which the husband 
declined, but he agreed to support her, and did support her for two 
weeks, when he refused to support her any longer. Being already 
separated, this refusal completed the second offense.” The test of a 
legal restoration of the severed marital relation is not necessarily 
whether the delinquent husband and the abandoned child actually lived 
together after the abandonment, because the relation may be restored 
although they do not live in the same home. Here, as in the Davis case, 
supra, the father being still separated from his children, his refusal to 
support them after voluntarily reassuming the obligation that he had 
previously disowned, completes the second offense. 

After a deliberate investigation of the record, we find no error. It 
is not our province to determine the culpable cause of the unfortunate 
separation of the wife and children from the husband and father. Ours 
should be the calm, judicial opinion, and our concern, the proper con- 
struction of the statute under consideration when tested by the approved 
ganons of interpretation. With our conception of the purpose and in- 
tention of the Legislature, we cannot approve a construction of this 
statute which would make is possible for a man who is both husband 
and father willfully to abandon his wife, and after her death or divorce 
willfully to relinquish all concern for his children born of the marriage 
and commit them to the charity of the State without providing raiment 
for their comfort, food for their sustenance, training for their welfare, 
or shelter for their refuge and protection, and yet to retain immunity 
from guilt. 

No error. 
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Crark, C. J., concurring: C. S., 4447, provides: “Abandonment 
of family by husband. If any husband shall willfully abandon his wife 
without providing adequate support for such wife, and the children 
which he may have begotten upon her, he shall be guilty of a misde- 
meanor”’; and C. 8., 4449, provides: “Order of support from husband’s 
property or earnings. Upon any conviction for abandonment, any 
judge or any recorder having jurisdiction thereof may, in his discretion, 
make such order as in his judgment will best provide tor the support, as 
far as may be necessary, of the deserted wife or children, or both, from 
the property or labor of the defendant.” In this case the evidence was 
uncontradicted that the defendant “abandoned, refused, and failed to 
support in any way his children, Josephine Bell, aged 4 years; Mabel 
Bell, aged 6 vears; Ellen Bell, aged 8 years; and Mary Baxter Bell, 
aged 10 years, and has not contributed anything to their support since 
said date” (July, 1920). This was so expressed in the warrant which 
was sued out 80 December, 1921, and in the indictment, and the jury 
found the charge to be true. 

The warrant sets out that on 30 December, 1921, Thomas L. Jones, 
justice of the peace of Vance County, issued his warrant as follows: 
“State v. J. E. C. Bell. Mabel K. Bell, being duly sworn, complains 
and says that at and in said county of Vance, in Henderson Township, 
on or about .... July, 1920, J. E. C. Bell, affiant’s divorced husband, did 
unlawfully, willfully, and feloniously abandon, refuse, and fail to sup- 
port in any way his children, Mary Baxter Bell, age 10 years; Ellen 
Bell, age 8 years; Mabel Bell, age 6 years, and Josephine Bell, age 4 
years; and has not contributed anything to their said support since said 
date, contrary to the form of statute and against the peace and dignity 
of the State.” 

On 5 January, 1922, the defendant was arrested upon that warrant 
and was bound over to the Superior Court of Vance cn 6 March, 1922. 
The indictment then found recites that on .... July, 1920, the defendant, 
J. E. C. Bell, “Unlawfully and willfully did abandon his children, viz. : 
Mary Baxter Bell, Ellen Bell, Mabel Bell, and Josephine Bell, without 
providing adequate support for said children, against the form of the 
statute in such case made and provided, and against the peace and dig- 
nity of the State.” It 1s true there was a second count in the bill that 
the defendant had abandoned his wife without providing adequate sup- 
port for such wife and children, but he was not tried or convicted on this 
count, and it appears from the warrant, and from the first count of the 
indictment, on which he was tried, that the defendant’s wife had been 
divorced from him at the time the warrant and indictment were found. 

The judge, in accordance with the provisions of section 4449, ad- 
judged that “the defendant pay to the clerk of Vance Superior Court 
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the sum of $50 per month, beginning 1 April, 1922, until the further 
order of the court, to be applied to the maintenance of his infant chil- 
dren,” and the costs. 

It does not appear that the defendant was without means, and pre- 
sumably he was not, for it appears in the record that he has been sheriff 
of his county, but if he had been, it would have been (C. S., 4449) in the 
discretion of the judge to make such order for the support of the chil- 
dren “from the property or labor of the defendant,” as it was impera- 
tively the duty of the defendant to provide for them. 

This statute does not prohibit this proceeding in favor of the children 
unless his wife has been included, especially is this so when he has no 
wife. The language of the statute is, “without providing adequate sup- 
port for the wife and the children.” When such proceedings have been 
taken out for nonsupport of a wife it has never been thought a defense 
that she had no children. . Nor can it be reasonably construed that this 
proceeding cannot compel the defendant to aid in the support of his 
children because he has no wife. The rule should work both ways. 
The object is to enforce adequate support for the wife and children, and 
if there is no wife, the proceeding none the less will lie in favor of the 
children, and if there are no children, it still les in favor of the wife. 
It is an immaterial circumstance whether the defendant has lost his 
wife by death, or by divorce, as in this case. The object of the statute 
is to secure support for the wife and children, or for either. The 
abandonment is only an aggravation of the offense. Any other con- 
struction would make the statute a nullity except in cases where the 
defendant has both wife and children. 

In S. v. Kerby, 110 N. C., 558, it was held that it was intended to 
procure the support of the children as well as for the wife, and that the 
offense was complete when there was a failure to support the children 
only, though in that case the defendant had a wife at the time the 
offense was committed. 

Tt was contended for the defendant that the offense of leaving these 
children without adequate support was barred by the statute of limita- 
tions; as if a statute could run against these four helpless little beings, 
for whose protection, with all others in like condition, the statute was 
provided. It is true it has been held in some decisions that abandon- 
ment was the act to be punished, and, therefore, the statute began to 
run from that time, and the defendant was protected by the lapse of two 
years, If there was any validity in that defense as to the wife, who 
was presumably of age, and whose acquiescence for two years might be 
a waiver, this certainly could not avail as against these four little girls 
from 2 to 8 years of age when first abandoned. The statute could not 
run against them. 
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But with all respect to the precedent, S. v. Davis, 79 N. C., 603, that 
held that the statute runs from the abandonment, it would seem that a 
reasonable construction of the intent of the Legislature, as evidenced by 
C. 8., 4449, was not to punish the act of abandonment, for which no 
punishment is prescribed, but the intent was a judgment requiring the 
husband, or father, as the case might be, to furnish adequate support 
out of his estate, 1f he had any, and if not, by his labor, and that where 
there has been a failure to support, as in this case, within two years 
prior to the institution of this proceeding, the action is not barred, 
certainly not against minor children. They have had no day in court, 
and have had no opportunity. 

In S. v. Davis, supra, it was held that this was not a continuing 
offense. But that was a case where the abandonment was of the wife 
only who might be presumed possibly to have waived prosecution by 
delay for two years; but even in that case the court was quick to say 
that if the husband subsequently made a promise within the two years 
to support the wife, the failure to perform such promise constituted a 
fresh abandonment and sustained the indictment found within two 
years after such failure. If that case is a precedent for the first propo- 
sition, 1t is equally so for the second. 

In 8. v. Hannon, 168 N. C., 216, where the husband had abandoned 
his wife something over three years before the bill found, but within 
two years he gave her $5 for her support and promised to return and to 
furnish a house for her, which he did not do, it was held sufficient 
breach of his marital duty to support an indictment upon the second 
promise. The Court said that “the promise of renewal of association 
on the part of the husband and payment of $5 towards her support 
would amount to a renewal of the obligation, and on a subsequent failure 
within the two years an indictment would lie,” citing with approval 
S.v. Daris, 79 N. C., 603. In 8S. v. Beam, 181 N. C., 597, where there 
was a second abandonment, the Court held that the husband leaving the 
wife the second time without furnishing any support within two years 
was not barred by the statute of limitations. 

If the statute of limitations could run against these little children 
(for the mother is not a party to this proceeding, and, indeed, the de 
fendant had no wife when the warrant was sworn out or the indictment 
found), still, even in that view, this defendant cannot avail himself of 
the bar of the statute, for in this case the abandonment of the wife took 
place about 1 June, 1919, but afterwards, and within <wo years of the 
swearing out of the warrant in this case, on 80 December, 1921, the 
defendant executed a deed on 1 December, 1920, to R. S. McCoin, as 
trustee, jointly with his divorced wife, in which they both conveyed 
their interest in certain property to the trustee with authority to manage 
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the same, keep it in good condition, and out of the proceeds of said 
trust fund should pay $200 a month for the support of the divorced wife 
and the necessary expenses of the children and their schooling. This 
fund proved inadequate, and the children have been left without any 
support whatever. 

The trustee, Mr. McCoin, also testified that in the fall of 1921, after 
he had been made trustee and found the fund insufficient, he met the 
defendant on the street and asked him to contribute something to the 
expenses of one of the children in the hospital. The defendant said he 
would do what he could for his children, adding that he was going to 
Raleigh and would see about a $200 over-payment which he had made 
in settling as sheriff his taxes with the State; that he would send that, 
and also would send him a list of parties whose taxes he had paid but 
had not collected, and that the trustee (McCoin) might collect that for 
the children. He also, within the two years, on Christmas, 1920, sent 
the children a pony for riding and several small presents. 

The deed in trust, the promise to McCoin, trustee, and the sending 
of the pony and other articles were all done within two years prior to 
the beginning of this action and his subsequent total abandonment of 
his children without any support constitutes an offense, and in any view 
prevents the bar of the statute of limitations. S. v. Davis, supra; S. v. 
Hannon, supra. 

His legal and moral duty was a sufficient consideration for the prom- 
ise he made, within the two years, to McCoin to send check and other 
aid for the support of his little girls. 

This Court held, in Sanders v. Sanders, 167 N. C., 319: “There can 
be no controversy that the father is under the legal as well as a moral 
duty to support his infant children. Walker v. Crowder, 37 N. C., 
487,” and whether they have property or not. Haglar v. McCombs, 66 
N. C., 343. 

The defendant did not put on any evidence to deny that he had left 
his four little girls, aged from 4 to 10, without any support whatever, 
neither for food, clothing, shelter, or schooling. But his counsel insists 
that he is protected from hability because when these children were still 
younger, 7. ¢., 2 to 8 years of age, they had allowed two years to elapse 
without taking any steps to force him to provide for them. I do not 
think that this can be the law in North Carolina. 

In 20 R. C. L., 622, sec. 30, it is said: “Correlative to the father’s 
right to the custody, control, and earnings of his minor child is his duty 
to support such child. This duty is recognized and discharged even by 
the higher orders of the animal world, and it would seem to be pre- 
scribed as to the human father by the most elementary principles of 
civilization as well as of law. It was held in some early American 
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cases, supported by eminent English authority, that ‘there is no legal 
obligation on a parent to maintain his child, unless by force of some 
statute. But this doctrine, admitted to seem startling and opposed to 
the innate sense of justice by the court which gave to it its first Ameri- 
can support, has been repudiated by the great majority of American 
courts”; and here follows a long lst of decisions, the only case cited to 
the contrary being an early New Hampshire ease. 

The law is thus stated, 8 R. C. L., 307, see. 332: “The crime of non- 
support is a continuing one, as the duty to support is continuing, and the 
breach of it may be stated as having occurred at the moment of desertion 
or at any time during the continuance of the willful neglect to support.” 
Certainly where the failure to support is only as to tke children, who 
at its commencement were from 2 to 8 years of age, and the husband, as 
in this case, renewed his promise to support them within the two years 
and has failed to comply, the statute of limitations carnot be a bar as 
to these children. 

The verdict of the jury and the judgment of the court that the defend- 
ant pay $50 per month for the support of his four children was just 
and righteous altogether, and in accordance with the language as well 
as the clear intent of our statute. 

Indeed, the single case that holds that neglect to support the children 
is “not a continuing duty,” and hence acquiescence for 2 years by them 
is a bar to any liability, should be overruled. In its very nature sup- 
port is a “continuing duty.” 8 R. C. L., 307. It is violated the very 
first day that the father fails to discharge it, and each succeeding day 
thereafter is an aggravation and not a defense. Under our rule as to 
the statute of limitations in misdemeanors, the defendant cannot be 
held guilty for acts of abandonment and nonsupport committed more 
than two years before proceedings began, but for those committed 
within two years. But if this 1s to be reversed, and by calling it “not 
a continuing offense” (for which there is no intimation in the statute), 
still the promise to McCoin and the gifts to the children, made within 
two years before this action was begun, deprives the deZendant of rely- 
ing upon the defense that he had also been guilty before che two years. 


Sracy, J., dissenting: I should be content with the -udgment of the 
majority in this ease if I did not feel that the present decision is vio- 
lative of the rule of strict construction, as it relates to the interpretation 
of criminal statutes, and further, that it is in conflict with a number of 
our previous decisions. The duties of a husband are quite different 
from those of a father, and it would seem that a penal statute directed 
against the one ought not to be held to include the o‘her, unless the 
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Legislature so declare. A man may be a husband and yet not a father; 
or, like J. E. C. Bell, he may be a father and not now a husband. 

But it is stated in the opinion of the Court that the statute should be 
construed as if it contained other words than those incorporated therein, 
and then the observation is made that the conclusion reached is the 
rational and reasonable one. Maybe so; but to my mind this conviction 
cannot be sustained without giving a strained construction to a criminal 
statute, and further, by adding additional words thereto, by way of 
“judicial legislation.” Both of these methods, however, seem to have 
been employed, in the instant case, in a manner and fashion satisfactory 
to a majority of the Court. 

The present prosecution is based upon an indictment charging the 
defendant with willfully abandoning his wife without providing ade 
quately for her support, and for the support of their four minor chil- 
dren, as condemned by C. S., 4447. There is also a count in the bill 
charging the defendant with a violation of C. S., 4450, in that, while 
living with his wife, he willfully neglected to provide adequate support 
for the children which he had begotten upon her. But as the evidence 
was not sufficient to support this latter charge, 1t need not be considered. 
S.v. Kerby, 110 N. C., 558. He was convicted under the first count. 

In addition to the above, there was a third count in the bill to the 
effect that in July, 1920, the defendant “unlawfully and willfully did 
abandon his children, viz.: Mary Baxter Bell, Ellen Bell, Mabel Bell, and 
Josephine Bell, without providing adequate support for said children, 
against the form of the statute in such cases made and provided, and 
against the peace and dignity of the State.” With respect to this 
charge, I am unable to find any statute in North Carolina making the 
alleged offense criminal, unless C. S., 4447, was intended to do so. The 
language of this statute is as follows: “If any husband shall willfully 
abandon his wife without providing adequate support for such wife, and 
the children which he may have begotten upon her, he shall be guilty 
of a misdemeanor.” Here, it will be. observed, two things are necessary 
to be shown, and they must concur in order to render the husband liable 
to indictment, to wit: (1) a willful abandonment of the wife; and (2) 
a failure to provide “adequate support for such wife, and the children 
which he may have begotten upon her.” 8S. v. Toney, 162 N. C., 635. 
Of course, the offense may be committed where there are no children, 
but it would seem to be otherwise where there is no wife. The abandon- 
ment of the wife is the act of abandonment here condemned, and not 
that of the children. The statute provides that the charge may be pre- 
ferred against any offending husband, not father. “If any husband 
shall willfully abandon his wife,” etc., is the language used. 
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But it is said that a contrary meaning was intended, as appears from 
the caption of this section, which is as follows: “Abandonment of family 
by husband.” Where the meaning of a statute is doubtful, its title may 
be ealled in aid of construction (Freight Discrimination Cases, 95 N. C., 
434); but the caption cannot control when the meaning of the text is 
clear. In re Chasholm’s Will, 176 N. C., 211, and cases there cited. 
Especially is this true where the headings of sections have been prepared 
by compilers and not by the Legislature itself. Cram v. Cram, 116 
N. C., 288. Moreover, it does not appear that the instant caption 
imports a meaning contrary to the body of the text. The abandonment 
mentioned 1s to be by the “husband”; and a husband is a man who has 
a wife. 

It was not an indictable offense at common law for a father to aban- 
don his children, nor was it a crime for a husband to desert his wife. 
The basis of the entire prosecution we are now considering is purely 
statutory. 138 R. C. L., 1191. It was not known or recognized at the 
common law, and hence we must look to the enactments of the Legisla- 
ture to determine the lawfulness or unlawfulness of the offense charged. 
21 Cye., 1611. <A careful reading of the above section convinces me 
that this third count 1s not included within its terms. Furthermore, it 
is quite evident that such was not the purpose and intent of the law- 
making body. The provisions of C. S., 4450, would seem to indicate a 
different policy, or a contrary legislative intent. This section reads 
as follows: “If any husband, while living with his wife, shall willfully 
negléct to provide adequate support for such wife, or the children which 
he has begotten upon her, he shall be guilty of a misdemeanor.” 

Tt will be noted that, in one section, the willful abandonment of the 
wife without providing adequate support for such wife, and the children 
begotten upon her, is the offense condemned; while in the other, the 
willful neglect, while living with the wife, to provide adequate support 
for such wife or the children begotten upon her is made a misdemeanor. 
The two statutes are quite different, and, on a proper perusal, I think 
it is apparent that both were drawn with studied care and precision. 
Note, also, that C. 8., 4449, by express terms, has no application unless 
and until there has been a conviction under the prior statute, and the 
same may be said of Public Laws 1921, ch. 103. 

It may be stated, however, that the defendant was not prosecuted on 
this third count in the court below. The case was tried on another 
theory. The State offered evidence tending to show that in June, 1919, 
the defendant abandoned his wife without providing adequate support 
for her and their four minor children. The defendant offered no 
evidence, but contented himself with the plea that the prosecution was 
barred by the statute of limitations. This was the on.y question con- 
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sidered on the trial; and, of course, if the defendant had been tried on 
the third count in the bill, and it were valid, the plea of the statute of 
limitations could have availed him nothing under the facts of the in- 
Stant case. 

The offense charged under C. S., 4447, and of which the defendant 
was convicted, is a misdemeanor. It occurred on or about 1 June, 
1919, according to the State’s evidence. The defendant was arrested 
5 January, 1922, and tried at the March Term, 1922, of Vance Superior 
Court. The only question presented for our consideration on this 
appeal is the validity of the defendant’s plea of the two-year statute of 
limitations, C. 8., 4512. 

As early as 1878, in the case of S. v. Davis, 79 N. C., 603, the follow- 
ing was declared to be the law of this jurisdiction: “It is the act of 
abandonment and failure to support that constitute the offense. The 
first offense was in 1873, and is barred by the statute of limitations. It 
is not a continuing offense by reason of the continued separation; so 
that the question 1s whether there was a second offense in the latter part 
of the year 1877.” To like effect were the decisions in S. v. Dunston, 
78 N. C., 420, and S. v. Deaton, 65 N. C., 496. And such was recog- 
nized to be the law, as it obtains with us, in a well considered opinion 
by Associate Justice Walker in the recent case of S. v. Beam, 181 N. C., 
597. 

In order to repel the plea of the statute of lmitations, the State 
offered evidence tending to show: (1) that the defendant sent his chil- 
dren a pony for a Christmas present in December, 1920; (2) that the 
following Christmas, 1921, he sent his oldest girl a book, two of his 
other children a basket, and the smallest one a doll; (3) that on 1 De- 
cember, 1920, the prosecutrix, Mrs. Bell, who had inherited some prop- 
erty from her father and mother, executed a deed of trust conveying her 
said inheritance tc R. S. McCoin, trustee, for the use and benefit of 
herself and her four minor children, in which said deed of trust the 
defendant joined on 9 December, 1920, the same having been sent to him 
for his signature in Beaufort County, N. C., where he then resided; 
(4) that in the fall of 1921 the defendant promised R. 8. MeCoin, who 
was then acting as trustee of Mrs. Bell’s property, to send him a check 
of $200 to be used in paying the hospital bill of one of his children. 
This he never did; and at the time of his conversation and promise to 
McCoin, he expressly stated that “he wouldn’t contribute anything to 
Mabel (Mrs. Bell), but he wanted to do what he could for the children.” 

It is contended by the State that the foregoing acts of the defendant, 
committed, as they were, within two years of the finding of the bill of 
indictment, take the case from under the bar of the statute, and, for this 
position, the decision in S. v. Davis, supra, is cited as an authority. It 
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will be noted, however, that in Davis's case, supra, there was a promise 
to provide for the wife’s support, which amounted to a recognition of 
the marital obligations, and this promise was actually carried out for a 
period of two weeks, A refusal then on the part of tne defendant to 
continue to support his wife and child was held to be a second offense, or 
a fresh act of abandonment and failure to support within the meaning 
of the statute. 

But in the case at bar Mrs. Bell had obtained an absolute divorce 
from the defendant in the spring of 1921, long before the defendant’s 
conversation with McCoin, and before his Christmas gift to the children 
in 1921. Hence, the only acts done by the defendant w:thin the period 
of the statute, and while the bonds of matrimony were still subsisting 
between the prosecutrix and himself, were the giving of the pony as a 
Christmas present to the children in 1920, and the consenting to the 
placing of his wife’s property in trust by joining in the Jeed which had 
been sent to him for his signature. This was not sufficient to take the 
case out of the statute and start it to running anew. Neither of these 
acts, nor the two combined, under the circumstances of the instant case, 
could hardly be said to partake of the substance of adequate support. 
The former was intended only as an act of kindness, being a Christmas 
gift to the children, and the latter was a mere legal formality. Further- 
more, two elements are necessary to constitute the offens2 here charged, 
namely, willful abandonment of the wife and failure to provide adequate 
support. Such has been the direct holding in at least three cases: 
S. v. Smith, 164 N. C., 479; S. v. Toney, 162 N. C., 635, and S. v. May, 
132 N. ©., 1021. 

The State also relies upon the decision in 8S, v. Hannon, 168 N. C., 
215. But in that case there was not only a promise made to the wife 
to provide support within the statutory period, but an actual resumption 
of the marital relations; and what is said in an opinion should always 
be considered in connection with the facts of the case in which it is 
delivered. ‘Every opinion, to be correctly understood, ought to be 
considered with a view to the case in which it was delivered.” Marshall, 
C.d.,in U.S. v. Burr, 4 Cr., 470. 

The civil ability or obligation devolving upon the defendant to sup- 
port his minor children is not before us for consideration. Sanders v. 
Sanders, 167 N. C., 819. Nor are we called upon to say whether such 
conduct as here disclosed should be made criminal. We cen only declare 
the law as we find it, and the courts are not at liberty to extend the 
terms of a penal statute, by implication or otherwise, tc inelude cases 
not clearly within its meaning. In other words, the rule of strict con- 
struction prevails. S. v. Falkner, 182 N. C., 795. There is nothing on 
the present record to show what order, 1f any, was mad2 with respect 
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to the care and custody of the defendant’s minor children in the divorce 
proceedings, brought by his wife in the spring of 1921; but from what 
is now apparent it would seem that the civil right of these children to 
call upon the defendant for support is still subsisting, and certainly it 
is not impaired by the lapse of time. Sanders v. Sanders, supra. They 
are evidently living with their mother, but it does not appear that she 
has been awarded their custody by order of court, or otherwise. 

The unfortunate and pathetic circumstances here disclosed, especially 
in the absence of any exculpating testimony, may have a strong ten- 
dency to excite sympathy for the minor children, on the one hand, and 
to elicit criticism of the defendant on the other, but it behooves us to 
bear in mind the fact that neither partisan advocacy nor sharp invective 
should find a place, or even support, in a calm, judicial opinion; and 
further, it should be remembered that we are engaged in “running the 
base line” here, with square and plumb, or needle and compass, as it 
were, and hence it is not permissible for us to “stretch” the criminal 
law, by equitable construction or otherwise, to include cases not ex- 
pressly covered by the statute. We must hew to the line and let the 
chips fall wherever they may. And though we may think the law ought 
to be otherwise, this should not blind our judgment to what it really is. 
The duty of legislation rests with another department of the Govern- 
ment. It is ours only to declare the law, not to make it. Moore v. 
Jones, 76 N. C., 187. The people of North Carolina have ordained in 
their Constitution (Art. I, sec. 8) that the legislative, executive, and su- 
preme judicial powers of the Government should be and ought to remain 
forever separate and distinct from each other. Such is their expressed 
will, and from the earliest period in our history they have endeavored 
with sedulous care to guard this great principle of the separation of the 
powers. In this country those who make the laws determine their 
expediency and wisdom, but they do not administer them. The chief 
magistrate who executes them is not allowed to judge them. To another 
tribunal is given the authority to pass upon their validity and consti- 
tutionality, “to the end that it be a government of laws and not of men.” 
From this unique political division results our elaborate system of 
checks and balances—a complication and refinement which repudiates 
all hereditary tendencies and makes the law supreme. In short, it is 
one of the distinct American contributions to the science of government; 
and the judiciary—the department of trial and judgment—of all others, 
without hesitation or turning, should hold fast to the basie principle 
upon which this Government is founded. The courts are vested with 
judicial powers only, and it is no part of their function to change or to 
amend the criminal statutes enacted by the Legislature. On the other 
hand, the universal rule is that such statutes are to be construed strictly. 
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In recognition and support of this well establishec. formula, there 
must be some uniformity in judicial decisions, when dealing with a 
given subject, or else the law itself, the very chart by which we are 
sailing, will become as unstable and uncertain as the shifting sands of 
the sea—a condition which, all must agree, would be intolerable and 
destructive of the only enduring foundation upon which the present and 
future hope of this Government of laws and not of men must be builded 
and sustained. 

The identical law which this Court has heretofore declared to be 
applicable in such cases is now invoked by the defendant for his protec- 
tion. He relics upon a statute of repose and the stability of our deci- 
sions. With assured confidence, he stands at the bar and asks that the 
same law which is administered to others shall be administered to him. 
The righteousness of this position can hardly be denied dy a great State 
which has vouchsafed to every person within its borders even-handed 
justice and the equal protection of the laws. 

It is not every abandonment that 1s made criminal by the statute as 
enacted by the Legislature. In the first place, the act of abandonment 
must be willful, or without just cause, excuse, or justification, which is 
more than a mere separation (S. v. Falkner, 182 N. C., 793); and this 
must be accompanied by a failure to provide adequate support for such 
abandoned wife and the children which the defendant may have begotten 
upon her, whether born in lawful wedlock or not. But this would not 
include the children of any other marriage or cohabitation. The chil- 
dren are referred to only in connection with the adequacy of support 
for the abandoned wife, and then only those which the defendant may 
have begotten upon her. But it is stated in the opinion of the Court 
that the statute should be construed as if it were framed in the follow- 
ing language: “If any husband shall willfully abandon his wife with- 
out providing adequate support for such wife, he shall be guilty of a 
misdemeanor, and if he shall willfully abandon the children which he 
may have begotten upon her without providing adequate support for 
such children, he shall be guilty of a misdemeanor.” Here, it will be 
observed, in the revised statement of the statute, as rewritten by the 
Court, the words “which he may have begotten upon her” are meaning- 
less unless they refer to the children which the defencant may have 
begotten upou his abandoned wife. Manifestly, if there be no aban- 
doned wife, there can be no such children. On the other hand, if these 
words, as a used by the Court, are to be interpreted as meaning legiti- 
mate children—and they could be construed to mean illegitimate chil- 
dren just as well, for “her,” a pronoun, without an antesedent noun to 
represent, would be a preaieal term—then the act of the Legislature has 
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been entirely changed. The courts are treading on dangerous ground 
when they begin the practice of rewriting criminal statutes. 

If this defendant were indicted and stood convicted of a capital 
felony, it could hardly be conceived that the present interpretation of 
the statute would be permitted to stand for a moment, and yet the same 
rule of strict construction which is to be observed in interpreting statutes 
dealing with the more serious offenses applies equally to those having 
to do with crimes of a lesser magnitude. It were better that the Legis- 
lature should be given an opportunity to declare the law more explicitly 
than that we should depart from the settled rule in matters of this kind, 
which has been approved by the wisdom of the ages. 

Let there be no misunderstanding. J am not defending or offering 
any excuse for the conduct of the defendant here. It may have been 
highly reprehensible, and doubtless it was, but my concern is with a far 
more serious question, and one which involves the policy of the Court 
in dealing with the rights and liberties of our citizens, If we are to 
amend this statute, where is such practice to end or to be stopped? I 
can find no authority or license for its use in this instance. 

My position is simply this: The only wife mentioned in the statute 
is the wife which the defendant husband has willfully abandoned. The 
only children mentioned in the statute are those which the defendant 
husband may have begotten upon his abandoned wife, and none other. 
Clearly, if no wife has been abandoned, there can be no children of 
“such wife.’ Furthermore, the children are mentioned only in connec- 
tion with the adequacy of support for the abandoned wife. This inter- 
pretation is supported and fortified by the language used in C. S., 4450, 
a cognate statute. In reply to this, I am met with the statement that 
the law ought to be otherwise. Possibly so, but that is a matter for the 
Legislature. With all due deference, I think the punitory judgment 
pronounced herein should be withheld and the parties allowed to proceed 
in a civil action, as already suggested, if so advised. 

Watker, J., concurs in dissent. 





STATE vy. CLARENCE axnp CLAUDE SCHOOLFIELD. 
(Filed 15 November, 1922.) 


1. Instructions—Criminal Law—Reasonable Doubt—Appeal and Error. 
It is not reversible error for the trial judge, in his instructions in a 
criminal action, to charge the jury, in several parts thereof, to convict 
the defendant if certain phases of the evidence satisfies them as to certain 
facts, leaving out the requirement of the State’s showing guilt beyond a 
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reasonable doubt, when construing the charge as a connected whole it 
appears that he has clearly and unmistakably charged them elsewhere 
that the State must satisfy them of the defendant’s guilt beyond a reason- 
able doubt, and upon its failure to have done so, to give the defendant 
the benefit thereof and acquit him. 

2. Criminal Law—Reasonable Doubt Defined. 


The reasonable doubt of defendant’s guilt in a criminal action beyond 
which the State must satisfy the jury is not a vain, imazinary, or fanciful 
doubt; and it is required that the jury be entirely satisfied or convinced 
of the defendant’s guilt, before convicting him, or that they be satisfied 
thereof to a moral certainty, after considering, comparing, and weighing 
all the evidence; and if then there should be a reasonable doubt existing 
in their minds, as to his guilt of the offense charged, their verdict should 
acquit him. 


AppraL by defendant Claude Schoolfield from Harding, J., at August 
Term, 1922, of Guinrorp. | 

Criminal prosecution, tried upon an indictment charging the defend- 
ants with the forgery of a check, and also with uttering the same with 
intent to defratd, knowing it to have been falsely forged. C. S., 4293 
and 4294. 

Clarence Schoolfield was acquitted. His codefendant, Claude School- 
field, was convicted, and from the judgment pronounced he appeals, 
assigning errors. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
S. B. Adams and R. C. Strudwick for defendant. 


Stacy, J. The only serious exception appearing on the record is the 
one directed to the following portion of his Honor’s charge: 

“Reasonable doubt, gentlemen, however, does not mean’ any and all 
possible doubt. It does not mean that you are to sit in the jury box 
and refuse to convict any man of a charge of violating the law until 
your mind has been disabused of all possible peradventure of a doubt. 
That is not what the law contemplates by a reasonable doubt; but a 
reasonable doubt means that when you have heard all of the evidence 
in the case, when you have heard the arguments and contentions of the 
State and of the defendants, when you have heard the instructions of 
the court as it endeavors to apply the rules of law in the case to the 
evidence for your consideration, does that satisfy you—does the evidence 
in this case, or the lack of evidence in this case, raise in your mind that 
sort of a doubt which would be raised in the mind of a man possessed 
of his reasonable and normal faculties when considering it all? If the 
State has satisfied you that the defendants are guilty beyond a reason- 
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able doubt, it would be your duty to convict them. If it has failed to 
so satisfy you, then it is your duty to give them the benefit of the doubt 
and acquit them.” 

It is the contention of the defendant that the use of the words “Does 
that satisfy you?” in the above charge was insufficient, and should be 
held for reversible error. This interrogatory expression, taken in con- 
nection with the context and the manner in which it was used, could 
hardly have left an erroneous impression with the jury. His Honor 
immediately added: “If the State has satisfied you that the defendants 
are guilty beyond a reasonable doubt, it would be your duty to convict 
them. If it has failed to so satisfy you, then it is your duty to give 
them the benefit of the doubt and acquit them.” 

Nor do we think the instruction is subject to the criticism that the 
defendants were required to satisfy the jury of any fact. His Honor 
repeated the statement several times in the charge that the burden was 
on the State to satisfy the jury of the defendant’s guilt beyond a reason- 
able doubt before a verdict could be rendered against them. 

A reasonable doubt is not a vain, imaginary, or fanciful doubt, but it 
is a sane, rational doubt. When it is said that the jury must be satisfied 
of the defendant’s guilt beyond a reasonable doubt, it is meant that they 
must be “fully satisfied” (S. v. Sears, 61 N. C., 146), or “entirely con- 
vineed” (S. v. Parker, 61 N. C., 473), or “satisfied to a moral certainty” 
(9. v. Wilcox, 182 N. C., 1137), of the truth of the charge, 9. v. Charles, 
161 N. C., 287. If after considering, comparing, and weighing all the 
evidence the minds of the jurors are left in such condition that they 
cannot say they have an abiding faith, to a moral certainty, in the 
defendant’s guilt, then they have a reasonable doubt; otherwise not. 
Commonwealth v. Webster, 5 Cushing (Mass.), 295; 52 Am. Dec., 
p. 780; 12 Cyc., 625; 16 C. J., 988; 4 Words and Phrases, 155. 

After a careful consideration of the record, we have found no error, 
and this will be certified. 

No error. 





STATE vy. ARTHUR GRIER. 
(Filed 22 November, 1922.) 


Spirituous Liquor—Intoxicating Liquor—Indictment—Manufacturing— 
Aiding and Abetting—Issues—Verdict—Evidence—Nonsuit—Trials. 

Where there is circumstantial evidence tending to show that the defend- 

ant had free access to the cellar in a house in the country where spirit- 

uous liquor was unlawfully manufactured, and was present at the time, 

and that he carried whiskey in cans from thence to a place of business he 

had in a nearby city, and had brought several persons out from the city, 
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etc., it is sufficient for conviction under a count in the indictment charg- 
ing the unlawful manufacture of intoxicants; and where the jury have 
rendered a verdict of guilty upon an issue as to aiding and abetting 
therein, though no such offense was specifically charged, he would be 
equally guilty with those who had actually done the illicit manufacturing, 
and a motion as of nonsuit was properly disallowed. C. 8., 3409. 


AppraL by defendant from Webb, J., at the July Term, 1922, of 
MECKLENBURG. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
Stewart & McRae and William H. Bobbitt for defendant. 


Waker, J. The defendant was convicted at the July Term, 1922, of 
Mecklenburg Superior Court, of aiding and abetting in the manufacture 
of spirituous liquors, and from the judgment upon such conviction 
appealed to this Court. 

In the bill of indictment there were several counts, one of which 
charged the defendant with manufacturing, distillnz, and making 
spirituous and intoxicating liquors. There was no count in the bil 
which charged him with aiding and abetting in the manufacture of 
liquor. | 

The defendant’s first exception and exception two were taken to the 
refusal of the judge to nonsuit at the end of the State’s evidence and 
again at the end of all the evidence. 

The State’s evidence tended to show that in Marck, 1922, deputy 
sheriffs Vesperman and Moser found a large steel still in the basement 
of Monroe Johnson’s house, which house was directly opposite Steel 
Creek Presbyterian Church, about nine miles from Cnarlotte. They 
found there the necessary equipment for operating the still and five 
hundred gallons of beer. At the time they searched the house, Viry 
Johnson, wife of Monroe Johnson, was the only person there. The 
defendant ran a restaurant and kept an automobile for hire, and it was 
in consequence of information given by Viry Johnson that the officers 
arrested the defendant Grier, in May, 1922. The defendant was a 
nephew of Viry. In the early part of the week, before the still was 
found, he brought cans to her house. On Friday prior to the time the 
still was found by the officers, he came out to the still in his ear and 
brought two other persons with him. Je went into the house where she 
(Viry) lay sick in bed. At that time he told her that he had nothing 
to do with the still, but had been hired to bring the other two persons 
out there. She could hear the voices of bystanders outside the window, 
and could smell the fumes coming up from the basement, where the still 
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was. The next night (Saturday night) the defendant came out again, 
bringing only one person with him. Her husband, Monroe Johnson, 
was not at home at the time, he being then in the jail at Charlotte. 
The defendant drove up the roadway leading to the house, and in circling 
the house to go back out his car stuck in a ditch near the rear of the 
house. She (Viry) was sick in bed, but got up, went to the window, 
and saw them put some cans in the car. Tuesday after the still was 
found by the officers, she (Viry) sent for Harvey Grier, defendant’s 
father, to see him about moving. Harvey was sick at the time, and 
defendant himself came, finding her lying in bed. She told him that 
the officers had found the still and beer, and he said, “Oh, Lordy,” and 
fell back on the bed where he was sitting. 

It appears from this testimony that Monroe Johnson was not present 
at either of the times about which his wife testified, when the defendant 
was present. The defendant himself had free access to the still, and it 
was being operated while he was there. The witness could smell the 
fumes coming up from the basement where the still was. Again, when 
he came back, she saw the defendant put in his car the cans which he 
had brought out on his former trip. This is sufficient evidence to carry 
the case to the jury, as to the defendant’s guilt upon the charge of 
manufacturing liquor. The jury, however, convicted him of aiding and 
abetting in the manufacture of the hquor. The defendant certainly 
cannot complain that the jury acquitted him of actively engaging in the 
alleged manufacture of liquor, but convicted him of aiding and abetting 
others in doing so. S. v. Smuth, 183 N. C., at p. 729; notwithstanding 
that in law the fact that he was aiding and abetting the unlawful manu- 
facture of liquor rendered him equally guilty with those who actually 
operated the still. S. v. Clark, 183 N. C., 733. The defendant here 
was not simply hauling people to this still that they might obtain liquor 
themselves from it, but there was reason to infer from the circumstances 
that he evidently, according to Viry Johnson’s testimony, brought them 
‘there in order that the liquor might be manufactured and carried back 
to Charlotte. It is a fair inference from this testimony that the place 
of manufacture of this liquor was at Monroe Johnson’s house,,but the 
place of its distribution or sale was at the restaurant of the defendant in 
Charlotte. 

The defendant assigned several errors, based upon the exceptions duly 
taken by him, as follows: 

The first assignment of error is based on the court’s refusal to nonsuit 
at the conclusion of the State’s evidence, and at the conclusion of the 
entire evidence. 

The second assignment of error was taken to this instruction to the 
jury: “Or if they find that the still was not the property of the defend- 
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ant, but if they are satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt that the defend- 
ant was present, aiding and abetting some one else in the unlawful 
manufacture of the liquor, the defendant would be guilty, and if they 
so find beyond a reasonable doubt, it would be their duty to convict the 
defendant.” The question (as defendant’s counsel contend) raised in 
this assignment 1s whether the common-law rule that aiders and abettors 
in misdemeanors are guilty as principals applies to statutory misde 
meanors. 

The third assignment of error is to the refusal of defendant’s motion 
in arrest of judgment, and to judgment upon the verdict, namely, 
“Guilty of aiding and abetting in the manufacture of hquor.” 

The nonsuit was properly denied, as there was ample evidence of 
defendant’s guilt. If we should concede that it was not shown that he 
had any connection with the operation of the still, or in any way par- 
ticipated therein, we close our minds to manifest inference which the 
jury were at liberty to draw from the testimony. It did not require 
that the witness, Viry Johnson, should have actually seen, or caught, the 
defendant in the act of operating the still. They had the right to form 
their conclusion as to his guilt from the facts and circumstances within 
her knowledge, and which came under her observation, or from what 
she saw and heard, at the time of the transaction, as related by her 
while on the witness stand. The acts and conduct of the defendant, 
generally speaking and without entering into details, were those which 
usually accompany guilt. They do not have the appearance of lawful 
or legitimate conduct. The basement, the still, in active operation, and 
the cans which were brought there and taken away by the defendant, the 
fumes which arose from below Viry’s room, are clearly indicative of 
unlawful dealings by him, and conjointly with others who came with 
him and engaged in the illegal manufacture of the liquor, which was 
earried to Charlotte and placed in his restaurant. The purpose in doing 
all these things is so apparent that the jury could scarcely have ren- 
dered a contrary verdict. The conclusion reached by them was well 
warranted. 

The second and third assignments of error seem to involve substan- 
tially the same question; that 1s, whether the defendant could be con- 
victed of aiding and abetting in the commission of the crime under a bill 
charging only the principal offense of manufacturing liquor. In order 
to completely answer this contention it is necessary merely to refer to 
the statute, which is as follows: “It is unlawful for any person to 
distil, manufacture, or in any manner make, or for any person to aid, 
assist, or abet any such person in distilling, manufacturing, or in any 
manner making any spirituous or malt liquors or intoxicating bitters 
within the State of North Carolina; but this shall not be understood as 
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prohibiting the manufacture of wines and cider in the manner and 
under the conditions which are now or may hereafter be provided by 
law.’ Any person or persons violating the provisions of this section 
shall, for the first conviction, be guilty of a misdemeanor, and, upon 
conviction or confession of guilt, punished in the discretion of the 
court,” etc. CO. 8., 3409. 

It is hardly necessary that we should discuss the principle of the 
common law as to aiders and abettors in misdemeanors, and we simply 
state the general rule that aiders and abettors in misdemeanors are to be 
considered as principals. This Court has often held that one who aids 
and abets in a misdemeanor can be convicted of the principal offense 
charged in the bill, and we said in S. v. Horner, 174 N. C., 792, which 
was an indictment for an offense similar to the one described in this 
case, that “It makes no difference whether defendant was a principal in 
the first degree or in the second degree as aider and abettor. The latter 
is but a lower grade of the principal offense, viz., the distilling and 
manufacturing of liquor. An aider and abetter is denominated in the 
books as principal in the second degree,” and in S. v. Ogleston, 177 
N. C., 542, Allen, J., charged the jury: “Under this act, notwithstand- 
ing the charge is for the manufacture of spirituous liquors, you can 
convict either of the defendants for aiding and abetting the manufactur- 
ing of spirituous liquors as principals.” This charge was sustained. 
See, also, S. v. Killian, 178 N. C., 753. 

There are many cases in which we have upheld convictions upon 
similar indictments for aiding and abetting, when the evidence was of 
far less convincing force than the proof upon which this verdict rests, 
and where it showed no more participation in the principal crime than 
that of aiding and abetting. 

The defendant, however, moved in arrest of judgment, because the 
indictment charged the manufacture of liquor without any count therein 
for aiding and abetting in the manufacture, yet the jury convicted him 
of aiding and abetting. The legal effect of this verdict, as we have 
shown, was to declare him guilty of manufacturing. S. v. Killian, 
supra; S. v. Ogleston, supra; S. v. Clark, 183 N. C., 788; 8. v. Smith, 
183 N. C., 729. 

We find no error in the case that would warrant us in disturbing the 
verdict or the judgment. 

No error. 
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STATE vy. WILEY BUD SMITH. 
(Filed 29 November, 1922.) 


Costs — Criminal Law — Submission — Statutes—Civil Actions—Jury— 
Trials. 


The plea of guilty to an indictment for failure to list taxes as required 
by the Revenue Act comes within the intent and meaning of C. S., 1229, 
requiring in criminal cases a tax of $4 against the “party convicted or 
adjudged to pay the cost,” and applies whether the jury has been im- 
paneled or not; and the tax of $5 in civil actions should be imposed, as a 
part of the costs, when the jury has been impaneled. This but evidences 
the legislative intent to draw this distinction between criminal and civil 
actions, the reason therefor, though apparent, being immaterial in con- 
struing the meaning of the statute. 


AppraL by defendant from judgment, at October Special Term, 1922, 
of Anson, Ferguson, J., presiding. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
John T. Bennett for defendant. 


Waker, J. This is an appeal from a special term of Anson Superior 
Court, held in October, 1922. The defendant came into court and ten- 
dered a plea of guilty, which plea was accepted by the solicitor, and 
therefore no jury was required or impaneled. It being an indictment 
under the Revenue Act for failing to list taxes, his Honor suspended 
the judgment upon payment of costs. In the bill of costs, as made out 
by the clerk, was an item of $4 for jury tax. The defendant, through 
his counsel, made a motion to retax the costs and strike therefrom the 
said sum of $4. The judge intimated that he would grant the motion 
but for section 1229 of the Consolidated Statutes, which he construed 
as requiring that the item of $4 should be included in the bill of costs. 
The motion, therefore, was denied, and the defendant, through his 
counsel, excepted and appealed to this Court, the appeal being allowed 
in forma pauperis upon affidavit and certificate of counsel. This, in 
substance, constitutes the case on appeal, as agreed upon by the solicitor 
for the State and the attorney for the defendant. | 

Whether or not the jury tax of $4 is a legal charge against the defend- 
ant, under the circumstances stated, is the sole question presented to 
the Court. 

The statute, C. S., 1229, declares: ‘On every indictment or criminal 
proceeding tried or otherwise disposed of in the Superior or criminal 
courts, the party convicted, or adjudged to pay the costs, shall pay a 
tax of $4.” It is clear, we think, that the Legislature intended that 
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this $4 (jury fee) shall be’ taxed under all circumstances in every 
eriminal proceeding. The terms “the party convicted” means a verdict 
of a jury. But the statute goes further and inserts an alternative, “or 
adjudged to pay the costs.” In the same section it is declared that, in 
every civil action, the party adjudged to pay the costs shall pay a tax 
of $5; but this tax shall not be charged unless a jury shall be 1m- 
paneled. In other words, in criminal proceedings the party adjudged 
to pay the costs shall also pay, as a part thereof, this jury tax fee, 
whereas, in civil actions he shall not pay it unless the jury is impaneled. 
Thus, the Legislature had in its mind at the time the distinction which 
appears upon the face of the act. 

What was the reason for the discrimination in this legislation is not, 
perhaps, very important, and not essential to be stated, except as indi- 
cating what we deem to be the clear and undoubted meaning of the 
statute. The reason was this, as we see it, that many criminal actions 
are settled without a jury, and this has been so for many years. Defend- 
ants sometimes plead nolo contendere, or consent, in open court, to a 
judgment, upon the condition that the enforcement or execution thereof 
be suspended upon terms fixed by the court, either with or without a 
previous understanding as to them. But whatever may be the manner 
or form of the defendant’s submission, it all implies that he is really 
convicted in law, though the conviction may not be formally expressed 
in the submission, but is unmistakably implied in the fact that the 
defendant is adjudged to pay the costs of the case, for our Constitution 
provides, among other things not relevant to this discussion, that in all 
criminal prosecutions every man has the right to be informed of the 
accusation against him and to confront the accusers and witnesses with 
other testimony, and to have counsel for his defense, and not be com- 
pelled to give evidence against himself, or to pay costs, jail fees, or 
necessary witness fees of the defense, unless found guilty. Const., 
Art. I (Bill of Rights), sec. 11. Therefore, it was, if not also for other 
good reasons, the Legislature declared, by C. S., 1229, that in criminal 
prosecutions the jury fee of $4 should be taxed in the costs which the 
defendant is adjudged to pay, because of his confession of guilt implied 
in his submission. The reason for not imposing a similar charge in a 
civil action was, no doubt, that only individual rights are involved, 
which may be settled by the parties by private agreement or contract, 
and generally do not require the intervention of a jury, or anything 
more than the assent of the court that it may become a part of its 
record. But whether this is the reason, or some other purpose inspired 
the enactment, it was manifestly within the competency of the Legisla- 
ture to declare that the law shall be as written in a statute. Jt would 
be useless and of no benefit in any way to prolong the discussion. Even 
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if the Legislature had no special reason, other than thet such a distine- 
tion between civil and criminal cases should exist, is not material, as we 
do not inquire into its motive or policy, but only into the existence of 
its power to legislate as it did. 

There is no constitutional objection to the statute, and none, we 
believe, was urged. It is merely a question as to its meaning. 

The ruling of his Honor, Judge Ferguson, was without error, and is 


affirmed accordingly. 
Affirmed. 





STATE vy. M. L. BEAM. 
(Filed 6 December, 1922.) 


1. Intoxicating Liquors — Spirituous Liquors — Possession—Evidence— 
Questions for Jury—Criminal Law. 


Held, the evidence in this case was sufficient to sustain a conviction of 
the defendant for having in his possession spirituous liquors for the pur- 
pose of sale, and of receiving more than one quart thereof within fifteen 
days time. ‘ 


2. Intoxicating Liquors — Spirituous Liquors—Evidence—Declarations— 
Hearsay Evidence. 

Upon the trial of defendant for having spirituous liquor in his posses- 
sion for the purpose of sale, the defendant may nor show, on cross- 
examination of the officer who had made the arrest, what the son of the 
defendant had said as to the ownership of the whiskey, at that time, it 
being objectionable as a mere declaration of a third party, and hearsay. 


3. Intoxicating Liquors — Spirituous Liquors—Evidence—Instructions— 
Harmless Error. 


Where there is evidence tending to show that the defendant’s son was _ 
the real culprit, though the defendant was on trial for having the posses- 
sion of spirituous liquor for the purpose of sale, ete., the exclusion of the 
defendant’s testimony that he was not implicated in the unlawful act, 
and had forbidden his son to do it, is harmless error when it appears that 
the same evidence had been introduced at the trial, and had been sub- 
mitted to the jury under a correct and clear instruction of the trial judge. 


4. Constitutional Law — Federal Constitution—Limitation of Powers—— 
Courts—Procedure—Indictment——Grand Jury. 


Article V of the Federal Constitution, providing that “no person shall 
be held to answer for a capital or otherwise infamous crime unless on a 
presentment or indictment of a grand jury” is a limitation imposed on 
the powers of the Federal Government, and applies to the procedure in 
the Federal courts, and not to trials for the violation of our State statutes 
relating to our liquor laws in the State courts. S. v. Pulliam, ante, 681, 
and other like cases, cited and applied. 
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5. Criminal Law-——Evidence—Other Offenses—Scienter—Guilty Knowl- 
edge—Related Criminal Acts. 


The principle upon which other offenses may be shown to have been 
committed against our criminal law by the defendant, though not charged 
therewith in the indictment, should be strictly construed, and applies only 
when they are so related with the unlawful act charged as to show 
scienter or guilty knowledge, if such is relevant to the inquiry in the 
particular case, and not too remote in point of time; and where the 
defendant is on trial for having possession of spirituous liquor for the 
purpose of sale, evidence that he had committed a like offense eleven years 
previous to the time of the offense charged is incompetent, and its admis- 
sion at the trial constitutes reversible error when there is no evidence 
tending to show that the previous offense was related to or in any way 
connected with the one for which he was being tried. S. v. Beam, 1798 
N. C., 768, and other cases, cited and applied, and the competency and 
relevancy of such testimony discussed by WALKER, J. 


CLARK, C. J., dissenting. 


AppraL by defendant from McEHlroy, J., at Spring Term, 1922, of 
CLEVELAND. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 


the State. 
Ryburn & Hoey and O. Max Gardner for defendant. 


The defendant was convicted, at March Term, 1922, of Cleveland 
Superior Court, of having in his possession spirituous liquors for the 
purpose of sale, and of receiving more than one quart thereof within 
fifteen days time, and from the judgment upon such conviction appealed 
to this Court. 

Defendant’s exceptions 2 and 7 were taken to the judge’s refusal of 
a judgment as of nonsuit against the State at the conclusion of its 
testimony, and again at the conclusion of all the testimony. The State’s 
evidence, if believed, showed that in consequence of information re- 
ceived by them, officers E. W. Dixon, J. F. Dixon, and M. N. Moore, 
after obtaining a proper search warrant, went out ‘on Thursday before 
Christmas, 1921 (22 December), to Beam’s residence, about one mile 
and a half from Grover, in Cleveland County. The search was made 
about 8 p. m. of that day. As the officers drove slowly along in front 
of defendant’s house, they noticed three men coming out of a little shop 
building, and one of those men was putting something in each hip pocket 
as he came out. This man went out behind the house to the railroad, 
going in the direction of Kings Mountain. What he was putting in 
his pocket appeared to be bottles. Officer Moore stopped the man with 
the bottles on the railroad and found that they contained two pints of 
liquor, and looked like the bottles that were found on the premises of 
the defendant. 
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The defendant Beam was one of the three men coming out of this 
shop building at the time that the officer Moore got the two pints of 
whiskey. This shop building was about fifty yards from the defendant’s 
house. The son of the defendant Audie Beam, on seeing the officers, 
ran back in the shop and they heard something smashing in there. 
Officer E. W. Dixon then went to the shop, and when he reached the 
door Audie Beam was breaking bottles out of the window against the 
side of the house. The bottles were filled with whiskey. “TIT ran in 
after him and he jumped out of the window and ran a2ross a big field. 
As he ran he had his arms full and would throw the bottles against the 
ground and break them,” Dixon testified. Young Beam also had bottles 
in his pocket. 

The officers, continuing the search, found something hke eighteen to 
twenty gallons of liquor, apparently concealed, on the premises. Be- 
sides the bottles that were broken, as above stated, thay found in the 
barn, which was nearer the house than the shop, some jars, one of which 
had liquor in it. In the shop there were bottles covered up and hid. 
The ground nearby had been hollowed out ‘into a trench and a plank was 
over it; that is, the ground had been turned back and a hollow place thus 
made, and in it were some of the bottles. Just above the shop they 
found a keg, lying beside a stump, with a few briers over it, that con- 
tained about fifteen gallons. At the defendant’s sawmill, about two 
hundred yards from the house, they found some large empty kegs which 
had had whiskey in them. They also found two five-gallon demijohns. 
There had been liquor in them and tracks about them appeared to have 
been made the night before. 


Waker, J. It is manifest, we think, that there was sufficient evi- 
aence to be submitted to the jury, as to the defendant’s guilt upon the 
charge contained in the indictment or warrant. 

Kixception 1 was to the exclusion of an answer to a question put by 
defendant’s counsel to officer E. W. Dixon on his cross-examination: 
“Did Audie Beam tell you whose whiskey that was right at the time 
that you arrested him?’ The State objected and the objection was 
sustained. If Audie Beam himself had been on trial, the exclusion of 
the answer to this question would have been error, but Audie Beam was 
not on trial; consequently, this was a mere declaration of a third party, 
and hearsay. 

Exceptions three, four, and five are untenable. They relate to testi- 
mony offered by the defendant that he had forbidden his son, Audie 
Beam, who was the real culprit, to deal in liquor on his, defendant’s, 
premises, and that instead of selling liquor there himse-f, or keeping it 
for sale, he had protested against such illegal traffic ana very positively 
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forbidden it. These exceptions do not appear very clearly in the part 
of the record where they are first noticed, and especially as to what 
evidence of this kind was permitted by the court to be heard by the jury, 
but upon a close examination of the charge of Judge McElroy, it appears 
that the evidence was submitted to the jury for their consideration and 
a proper and quite a full instruction given in connection with it. It 
was admitted, at least, substantially by the court, although rejected at 
first. No harm or prejudice has therefore been suffered by the defend- 
ant in connection with this testimony. 

The exceptions to the verdict and judgment, because there was no 
presentment or indictment, are, as we have shown, without any force, 
as Article V of the Federal Constitution does not apply. It reads as 
follows: “No person shall be held to answer for a capital or otherwise 
infamous crime unless on a presentment or indictment of a grand jury.” 
It applies only to the Federal courts and their procedure, as will appear 
by the authorities hereinafter elted when this dncsuen will be further 
considered.” 

Exception 6 was taken to the admission of edilenes: that J. P. Ham- 
bright had bought whiskey from the defendant about eleven years before 
and had paid him $1 for a quart. The State contended that evidence of 
sales previous to the two-year limit of the statute is admissible as a 
circumstance sustaining the allegation of the State that defendant had 
liquor in his possession for the purpose of sale within the two years 
limit. This may be true, and yet the evidence be incompetent, as it is, 
upon another alleged ground, which is, that the testimony of the witness 
J. P. Hambright related to a transaction too remote in point of time 
and not so connected with the transaction now in question for it to be 
any evidence of the knowledge of the defendant that the liquor was kept 
for sale, or to show his motive or intent in disposing of it, if he did so, 
and further, as having no relevancy because the alleged sale which is 
referred to in Hambright’s testimony was totally unconnected with the 
offense for which the defendant is indicted in this case. S. v. Beam, 
179 N. C., 768, and authorities infra. 

The case of S. v. Murphy, 84 N. C., 742, is, upon this question, a very 
instructive and illuminating one, the opinion being by Justice Ashe, 
who had for many years large experience in the trial of criminal cases 
when at the bar, and was profoundly learned in that branch of legal 
science. In the Murphy case, supra, after reviewing several of the 
leading cases decided in this country and in England, he said: “It is 
a fundamental principle of law that evidence of one offense cannot be 
given in evidence against a defendant to proye that he was guilty of 
another. We have been unable to find any exception to this well estab- 
lished rule, except in those cases where evidence of independent offenses 
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have been admitted to explain or illustrate the facts upon which certain 
indictments are founded, as where in the investigation of an offense it 
becomes necessary to prove the guo animo, the intent, design, or guilty 
knowledge, ete. In such cases it has been held admissible to prove other 
offenses of like character, as for instance, in indictments for passing 
counterfeit money, the fact that the defendant, about the same time, 
had passed other counterfeit money of like kind, has been uniformly 
held to be admissible to show the sczenter or guilty knowledge. So, on 
a charge for sending a threatening letter, prior and subsequent letters 
from the defendant to the person threatened have been received in 
evidence, explanatory of the meaning and intent of the particular letter, 
upon which the indictment is found. Rex v. Boucher, 4 C. & P., 562.” 
And as illustrating the principle involved in that case, 1e further stated 
that on indictments for receiving stolen goods, knowing them to he 
stolen, the prosecutor has been allowed to prove several acts of like 
character, with the view of showing therefrom a guilty knowledge on 
the part of the defendant. Whar. Cr. Law, sec. 639. “But as was 
suggested by the author,” said Justice Ashe, “there should be some evi- 
dence showing a link or connection between them.” 

In Rex v. Davis, 6 C. & P., 117, also approved by this Court in the 
Murphy case, supra, it appeared that, on the trial of an indictment for 
receiving stolen goods, evidence was admitted for the purpose of showing 
guilty knowledge of the defendant that other goods found, at the same 
time, in the house of the defendant, were stolen, although they were 
the subject of an indictment then pending. The judge before whom 
it was tried said: “A particular line is not fixed upon. All is evidence 
with a view to the sczenter. There is no excluding the other articles 
found. But I do not think you should go further.” That is, that the 
evidence was admissible to show the guilty knowledge of the defendant, 
but for no other purpose. “It is important not to confound the prin- 
ciples upon which the two classes of cases rest. On the one hand it is 
admissible to produce evidence of a distinct crime to prove scienter, or 
make out the res geste, or to exhibit a chain of circumstantial evidence 
of guilt in respect to the act charged. On the other, it is necessary 
strictly to hmit the evidence to these exceptions, and to exclude it, when 
it does not legitimately fall within their scope.” Whar. Cr. Law, 
sec. 650. 

One who commits a crime may be more likely to commit another; yet, 
logically, one crime does not prove another, nor tend t. prove another, 
unless there is such a relation between them that proof of one tends to 
prove the other. Unless such a relation exists, it is iJlegal and mani- 
festly unfair to. require a man who is charged with a specific crime in 
the indictment to prepare a defense against other crimes that the State 
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may attempt to prove against him, but which are not charged in the 
bill. The general rule should, therefore, be strictly enforced in all cases 
where applicable. However, there are exceptions. The rule only ap- 
plies to cases where the offense charged and that offered to be proved are 
distinct. It does not apply where the subject-matter under investigation 
is of such a nature that it may consist of several stages or continuous 
acts, all constituting one transaction. Evidence which is relevant to 
the issue raised by the plea to the indictment is not made inadmissible 
by reason of the fact that it tends to prove the defendant guilty of 
another crime than that charged in the indictment. Such evidence is 
received, not because it is proof of the other crime, but because of its 
relevancy to the charge upon trial. While the prosecution cannot show 
separate and isolated crimes, or facts having no bearing upon the crime 
under investigation, it may show all the circumstances connected with 
the particular crime, even if in so doing it has to bring to light other 
offenses. 10 R. C. L., p. 940, sec. 110. 

As this is an important question, we may just as well state the prin- 
cipal rule with some of its exceptions or qualifications which are perti- 
nent here. The general rule is that when a man is put upon trial for 
one offense, he is to be convicted, if at all, by evidence which shows 
that he is guilty of that offense alone, and that, under ordinary circum- 
stances, proof of his guilt of one or a score of other offenses in his life- 
time, wholly unconnected with that for which he is put upon his trial, 
must be excluded. It is deemed to be not proper to raise a presumption 
of guilt on the ground that, having committed one crime, the depravity 
it exhibits makes it likely he would commit another. It may be easier 
to believe a person guilty of one crime if it is known that he has com- 
mitted one of similar character, or, indeed, of any character; but the 
injustice of such a rule in courts of justice is apparent. It might lead 
to convictions upon. the particular charge made by proof of other acts 
in no way connected with it, and to uniting evidence of several offenses 
to produce conviction for a single one. Again, evidence of other crimes 
compels the defendant to meet the charges of which the indictment gives 
him no information, confuses him in his defense, raises a variety of 
issues, and thus diverts the attention of the jury from the one imme 
diately before it, and, by showing the defendant to have been a knave on 
other occasions, creates a prejudice which may cause injustice to be 
done him. According to a broader rule, in all cases, civil or criminal, 
the evidence must be confined to the point in issue; and it is said that in 
criminal cases the necessity 1s even stronger than in civil cases of strictly 
enforcing the rule, for where a prisoner is charged with an offense, it 
is of the utmost importance to him that the facts laid before the jury 
should consist exclusively of the transaction which forms the subject of 
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the indictment and matters relating thereto, which alone he can be ex- 
pected to come prepared to answer. What has been said relates, of 
course, to the common-law system; under the civil law a somewhat 
different method is pursued, and much is claimed for it as a mode of 
achieving justice. The rule against admitting proof of extraneous 
crimes is subject, however, to certain qualifications or exceptions. In 
making proof against a defendant it is competent for the prosecution to 
put in evidence all relevant facts and circumstances which tend to estab- 
lish any of the constitutive elements of the crime of which the defendant 
is accused in the case on trial, even though such facts and circumstances 
may tend to prove that the defendant has committed other crimes. So 
evidence covering the commission of other offenses is admissible when 
two or more crimes are so linked in point of time or circumstances that 
one cannot be fully shown without proving the other. Thus, for the 
purpose of proving a defendant guilty of the larceny of one article it is 
proper to prove that he stole other articles on the same expedition, but 
it 1s not proper to prove what he stole on an independent occasion. It 
is often difficult to determine the degree of relevancy which entitles the 
prosecution to introduce evidence showing the commission of other 
crimes, but much of the difficulty with reference to such evidence dis- 
appears if the evidence is considered strictly upon the ground of its 
relevancy to the purpose for which it is sought to be introduced, regard- 
less of the fact that it may incidentally show the commission of some 
other offense. In other words, there ought not to be any more difficulty 
in deciding the relevancy of such evidence than there is when the cir- 
cumstance of some other offense appearing is not involved. The mere 
proximity of time within which two offenses may be committed does 
not necessarily make one a part of the other. Immediateness is not the 
true test, but relevancy. There must be a causal relation or logical and 
natural connection between the two acts, or they must form parts of 
but one transaction. Where one offense constitutes a necessary element 
of another, proof may be made thereof. 8 R. C. L., p. 198, sec. 197. 

Whenever mental state, sctenter, or quo animo constitutes an ingre- 
dient of the offense charged, evidence is admissible of acts, conduct, or 
declarations of the accused which tend to establish such knowledge, 
intention, or motive notwithstanding the fact that it may disclose a 
different crime in law, but this is also subject to the qualifications 
already noted. 8 R.C.4L., p. 201, see. 197. 

A very good exposition of the principle will be found in 16 Corpus 
Juris, 589, 590, 591, which corresponds, in the main, with that of 
Cyclopedia of Law and Procedure just cited, though not in all particu- 
lars. It is as follows: “Where the nature of the crime is such that 
guilty knowledge must be proved, evidence is admissible to show that, at 
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another time and place not too remote, accused committed, or attempted 
to commit, a cYirne similar to that charged. In other words, where 
guilt cannot be predicated on the mere commission of an act, guilty 
knowledge may be proved by evidence of complicity in similar offenses; 
but where a guilty knowledge is presumed from the character of the 
criminal act, evidence of other crimes should not be received. Evidence 
of other crimes similar to that charged is relevant and admissible when 
it shows, or tends to show, a particular criminal intent which is neces- 
sary to constitute the crime charged. Any fact which proves, or tends 
to prove, the particular intent is competent, and cannot be excluded 
because it incidentally proves an independent crime. Where the ques- 
tion is whether a certain act was intentional or was done by accident or 
mistake, evidence to show that accused intentionally had committed 
similar acts is relevant to show the intent. On the other hand, where 
the nature of the offense is such that proof of its commission as charged 
carries with it an implication or presumption of criminal intent, evi- 
dence of the perpetration or attempted perpetration of other like offenses 
is inadmissible. While, for evidence thereof to be admissible to show 
intent, the similar offenses must be related in kind to the one in question 
as to illustrate the question of intent, and must have been done suffi- 
ciently near, in point of time, to the act charged as to fairly throw 
some light on the question of intent.” And in Prettyman v. U. S., 180 
Federal Reporter, 30 (S. c., 10 Ct. Court of Appeals, 384); the Court 
stated very fully the rule, with the exception or qualification, applicable 
in cases of this kind, where knowledge, motive, or intent 1s an ingredient. 
It was said there: ‘The court below, over the objection of the defend- 
ants, permitted the introduction of testimony as to many acts other 
than those alleged in the indictment in order to prove the intent of the 
accused in doing the things which are charged to be criminal. The 
thoroughly established rule is that acts not charged in an indictment 
cannot be proved, among other reasons, because no testimony is pertinent 
unless it relate to the matters charged in the indictment, and as to which 
an issue is formed by the plea of not guilty, and because the accused, 
having no notice that testimony as to any other act would be offered, 
could not be prepared to meet it. But to this general rule there is at 
least one important exception, and where the Intent with which an act 
charged to be criminal has been done becomes important, as it neces- 
sarily is in this case, then, within certain limits, proof of similar acts 
of the accused is admissible in order to show the intent with which the 
act charged in the indictment was done. We think, however, that such 
similar acts can be proved only when they were done sufficiently near, 
in point of time, to the act charged as fairly to throw some light upon 
the question of intent; when the similar acts are so related in kind to 
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the one charged as to illustrate the question of intent; when the similar 
acts are in fact acts of the same general nature, or closely related to the 
transactions out of which the alleged criminal act arose; and when, in 
fact, the similar acts are acts of the person aceused against whom that 
particular proof is directed. People v. Molineux, 168 N. Y., 264; 61 
N. E., 286; 62 L. R. A., 198; Penn. Mut. Life Ins. Co. v. Mechanics, 
etc., Bank, 72 Fed., 422; 19 C. C. A., 286; 88 L. R. A., 33, 70; 3 Green- 
leaf on Evidence, chs. 15, 16; 1 Jones on Evidence, ch. 142; 1 Wigmore 
on Evidence, ch. 802; Moore v. United States, 150 U. S., 57; 14 Sup. Ct., 
26; 37 L. Ed., 996; Wood v. United States, 16 Pet., 360; 10 L. Ed., 
987.” 

The principles we have stated, with their limitations, were considered 
in Gray v. Cartwright, 174 N. C., 49, it being an action for malicious 
prosecution, the defendant having charged the plaintiff with stealing his 
cow, to which case we also refer as authority applicable here, and also 
to 8S. v. Beam, 179 N. C., 768. 

This question is also fully considered in 12 Cyc., 408, where it is said: 
‘Where the nature of the crime is such that guilty knowledge must be 
proved, evidence is admissible to prove that at another time and place 
not too remote the accused committed or attempted to commit a crime 
similar to that charged. Evidence of other crimes similar to that 
charged is relevant and admissible when it shows, or tends to show, a 
particular criminal intent which is necessary to constitute the crime 
charged. Any fact which proves, or tends to prove, the particular 
intent 1s competent, and cannot be excluded because it incidentally 
proves an independent crime. Where the question is whether a certain 
act was intentional or accidental, evidence to show that the accused in- 
tentionally committed similar acts before is relevant to show the intent. 
So, also, where malice is an element in the crime charged, as in murder, 
assault with intent to kill, arson, malicious mischief, and the like, 
evidence of another similar act by the accused is admitted to show 
malice. Evidence to show the motive prompting the coramission of the 
crime is relevant and admissible notwithstanding it also shows the com- 
mission by the accused of another crime of a similar or dissimilar 
character. Thus it may be shown that the crime charged was com- 
mitted for the purpose of concealing another crime, or to prevent the 
accused from being convicted of another crime. But evidence of another 
crime, which has no connection with that for which the accused is on 
trial, and which therefore is not relevant to prove motive, cannot be 
introduced under the guise of proving motive. Where the crime charged 
18 part of a plan or system of criminal action, evidence of other crimes 
near to it or sumilar in character is relevant and admissible to show the 
knowledge and intent of the accused, and that the act charged was not 
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the result of accident or inadvertence. This rule is often apphed where 
the crime charged is one of a series of swindles, or other crimes involving 
a fraudulent intent, for the purpuse of showing this intent.” 

The question is not, as seems to be supposed, that the testimony of 
Hambright was harmless, as all the authorities stated that this kind of 
evidence is, on the contrary, very harmful to the defendant, and is often 
calculated to secure a conviction, when defendant may be innocent, and 
for this reason, if for no other, the rule admitting it, in some cases, 
should be strictly enforced, and the evidence should be excluded where 
it does not relate to a transaction near to the commission of the offense 
in point of time, or so related to it as to throw light upon the question 
of guilt. 

The defendant’s counsel in this Court moved to arrest the judgment 
because the defendant was tried on a warrant from the recorder’s court 
without any bill having been sent to and returned by the grand jury. 
They cite a case from the United States Supreme Court, which they 
claim is authority for their position. The first ten amendments to the 
Federal Constitution, however, are limitations upon the power of the 
Federal Government only. They do not, and were never intended to, 
limit the power of the individual states. With us the law has been 
settled adversely to the present contention of the defendant in a number 
of cases. S. v. Hyman, 164 N. C., 411; S. v. Lytle, 188 N. C., 738; 
S. v. Publishing Co., 179 N. C., at 724, and the recent case of S. v. 
Pulliam, ante, 681, from Forsyth County. 

It is not necessary, in view of what has already been said, to consider 
exceptions to the charge of the court, as they may not again be presented, 
nor will we discuss the other exceptions, it being useless to do so for the 
same reason. 

There was error in admitting Hambright’s testimony which entitles 
defendant to another trial. 

New trial. 


Crark, C. J., dissenting: The evidence in this case was such that if 
believed the jury could not have found a verdict other than guilty, as 
the opinion-in-chief intimates. When the officers went up to the defend- 
ant’s house they found the defendant and two others running out of the 
shop building 50 yards from defendant’s house. His son ran back and 
they found him smashing bottles on the side of the house. These bottles 
were filled with whiskey. When the officers approached he jumped out 
of the window and ran with his arms full of bottles which he threw 
on the ground to break them. He also had bottles in his pockets. The 
officers continued the search and found 18 to 20 gallons of liquor con- 
cealed on the defendant’s premises behind the shop. They also found 
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in the barn, which was néarer the house than the shop, some jars, one 
of which had liquor init. In the shop there were found bottles covered 
up and hid. The ground nearby had been hollowed out into a trench 
and a plank put over it; that is, the ground had been turned back and a 
hollow place thus made, and in it were found other bottles of whiskey. 
Just above the shop the officers found a keg lying beside a stump with a 
few briars over it that contained about 15 gallons. At the defendant’s 
sawmill, about 200 yards from the house, they also found 2 large empty 
kegs which had whiskey in them, and two 5 gallon demijohns in which 
there had been liquor, and tracks appearing to have been made the night 
before. 

On this evidence the jury could not do otherwise than convict the 
defendant. There were several exceptions, but the distinguished counsel 
for the defendant frankly stated that the only ground on which he could 
ask for a new trial was the following: On examination of witnesses by 
the State as to the defendant’s general character, the sheriff testified 
that the general reputation of the defendant was that he was a liquor 
handler. To this the defendant objected, but did not except. The 
deputy sheriff, J. F. Dixon, testified that he was deputwv sheriff in that 
community; that he knew M. L. Beam’s reputation, but knew “nothing 
against him except that he dealt in whiskey. That is his reputation.” 
To this there was no objection or exception. When asked if he knew 
any one who had bought liquor from the defendant, he stated that J. P. 
Hambright had, who was present. Hambright being put on the stand, 
testified that he hved a little over two miles from the defendant, and 
that he got liquor there one time from him and paid him $1. That was 
about 8 years ago. The record stated that the defendant objected to 
that testimony and exeepted. On the argument here the Attorney- 
General filed a letter from the solicitor that this was not excepted to; 
that the case was not settled by the judge, but by the prisoner’s counsel 
and himself, and he had signed it inadvertent to the statement therein 
that exception was made, but that in fact no exception has been entered. 
The case was not settled by the judge, and as the defendant’s counsel 
stated that as a matter of fact the exception was taken, the Court must 
take it to be correct. S. 0. Chaffin, 125 N. C., 665. The defendant’s 
counsel contends strenuously that such testimony was error, but it was 
error only because too remote and irrelevant, and tended to prove 
nothing. 

It has long been settled by this and all other courts that an error is 
not sufficient to grant a new trial when it is apparent that it could not 
have contributed to the verdict. 

The evidence is so complete and overwhelming that the defendant was 
largely engaged in the continuous violation of the statute that it could 
not possibly have affected the result that the witness staced that he had 
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bought a quart of liquor from the defendant 8 years before. The sheriff 
had just testified that he knew the reputation of the defendant, and that 
he was a handler of liquor, and the deputy sheriff had testified to the 
same. To neither of these statements was any exception taken. The 
fact that Hambright stated that he had gotten a quart of liquor from 
the defendant some 8 years before in no conceivable way could have 
affected the verdict upon the evidence above stated. It was incompetent 
and irrelevant because too remote. Its admission was harmless, for if 
he had testified that he had bought no liquor from the defendant it 
could not have procured his acquittal in face of the overwhelming proof, 
and the fact that he had bought a quart 8 years before could not have 
added in any way to the force of the uncontradicted testimony of de 
fendant’s guilt. 

If the witness had been asked and stated that the defendant was born 
in that county, or that he was over fifty years of age, or any other 
similar matter, it would have been equally incompetent and would have 
had no more effect upon the verdict than the statement that the witness 
had bought a quart of liquor from the defendant 8 years before. The 
admission of such testimony as that would not have vitiated the verdict, 
neither should this evidence of a matter equally irrelevant and harmless. 

The prohibition law was enacted in this State upon a referendum to 
the people 15 years ago, and has been in full force here ever since. So 
convinced were the people of the whole country that the traffic in liquor 
was to the public detriment that an amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States was adopted by both houses of Congress and ratified 
by 46 out of the 48 states of this Union. A law which has been so 
solemnly enacted after so long a discussion, and which so clearly ex- 
presses the will of the people, should be enforced in an effective manner. 
The sole function of the courts is to so construe and execute the law 
that it may effectuate the remedy desired. 

It is universally known that the beneficial result of the statute has 
been demonstrated not only by the reduction in the volume of crime; in 
the increased efficiency of a sober population, but billions of dollars 
worth of real estate once devoted to drinking purposes is paying a larger 
return under its new uses. The great decrease in the number arrested 
for drunkenness and other misdemeanors and in the population of the 
jails and workhouses; the fewer demands made for relief to charitable 
organizations; the smaller number of alcoholic patients entered in public 
hospitals, and a thousand other results demonstrate the wisdom of this 
enactment which has been placed by so overwhelming a majority in the 
organic law. Indeed, but for this act the operation of automobiles 
would not be feasible. The universal popularity of prohibition among 
retail tradesmen, who have profited from increased business in furnish- 
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ing the necessities of existence to those formerly deprived of them, is 
further testimony as to the advantages of the statute. 

Every consideration, therefore, requires a frank enforcement of the 
law when the evidence plainly requires it, and that no mere formal error 
which cannot affect the result should be permitted to nullify a serious 
trial for such crime in violation of the fundamental law of the land. 

When there occurs an error in the trial which it is apparent could not 
have affected the result, it has been uniformly held by this and all other 
courts that it will be disregarded. “Where a case is tried in substantial 
accordance with law, technical errors not prejudicial do not entitle the 
losing party to a reversal.” Alexander v. Savings Bank, 155 N. C., 
124; Hulse v. Brantley, 110 N. C., 184. 

“Technical errors will be considered harmless where a reversal would 
not result in a different verdict.” McKeel v. Holloman, 163 N. C., 132. 
Where all the essential facts upon which the result depends have been 
passed upon by the jury, the appellate court will not for formal error 
grant a new trial. Rich v. Morisey, 149 N. C., 37. 

“Error to warrant reversal must be prejudicial.” Penland v. Bar- 
nard, 146 N. C., 378; Ratliff v. Huntly, 27 N. C., 545; Butts v. Screws, 
95 N. C., 215; Hosiery Mills v. Cotton Mills, 140 N. C., 458; Harvell 
v. Lumber Co., 154 N. C., 258; Holt v. Wellons, 163 N. C., 124; Steeley 
v. Iwmber Co., 165 N. C., 27; Brogden v. Gibson, rbid., 16. 

“Error alone is not sufficient to reverse, but there must be harm to the 
party who excepts, and if it appears there is none, his exception fails.” 
Carter v. BR. R., 165 N. C., 249; Young v. Mfg. Co., 151 N. C., 272; 
Barker v. Ins. Co., 168 N. C., 175. 

“Tt is well settled that the Supreme Court will not review a ruling 
of its own, or of the court below, which does not injuriously affect the 
complaining party, even if the ruling was erroneous.” Nissen v. Min- 
ing Co., 104 N. C., 309. 

Indeed, the decisions in this Court are uniform and numerous, and 
based upon the sound principle that the object of a trial is the ascertain- 
ment of the truth of the issue, which in this case was whether the party 
charged was guilty of dealing in spirituous liquors contrary to law, and 
on this question there can be no two opinions upon this evidence. 

The decisions in other courts are uniform to the same effect. In 
S. v. Hessenius, 165 Lowa, 415, it was held that the admission of irrele- 
vant and incompetent testimony, which could not affect the result and 
which should have been excluded as immaterial, does not justify a 
new trial. 

In 8S. v. Chipman, 40 Utah, 549, it was held that the Court, on appeal, 
will give judgment without regard to defects not aifecting substantial 
rights. 
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In Woody v. State, 10 Okla. Cr., 322, it was held: ‘Where the legal 
evidence in a case conclusively shows that a defendant is guilty, and 
where the jury could not rationally arrive at any other conclusion, ordi- 
nary errors committed by the trial court in the introduction or rejection 
of evidence are immaterial, and will not justify a reversal.” In that 
case the court laid down the principle which should govern in all such 
trials as follows: ‘Where it is clearly proved that a defendant is guilty 
as charged, a conviction should not be reversed unless it affirmatively ap- 
pears from the record that the defendant was deprived of some substan- 
tial right, to his injury, upon the trial.” 

In 8. v. Pruett, 22 N. M., 223, itis held: “The admission of an item 
of evidence which is immaterial, and which technically is inadmissible, 
where it in no way reflects upon the guilt or innocence of the defendant 
cannot be prejudicial to him, and is not sufficient cause to reverse a 
judgment.” 

In 8S. v. Gardner, 96 Minn., 318, it is held: “Errors in ruling on 
evidence which do not result in prejudice to the accused, and which can 
in no reasonable way affect the result of the trial, are not sufficient basis 
for granting a new trial in criminal prosecution,” citing S. v. Nelson, 91 
Minn., 141, and other cases. 

In People v. Owen, 154 Mich., 571, the principle which should obtain 
is thus laid down: “A conviction should not be reversed for error in 
admitting testimony where a verdict of guilty should have been rendered 
without its admission.” That is exactly the case here. 

The universal principle which should obtain is thus laid down as 
indisputable law in Hoge v. People, 117 Ill, 36: “Where the Court 
can see from the record that the evidence is so overwhelming against 
the defendant, tried for a criminal offense, that had the jury been in- 
structed correctly they must still have found against him, it will not 
reverse a judgment of conviction for a mere error of instruction. For 
the same reason a conviction should not be reversed for admitting testi- 
mony without which rt is perfectly evident that a verdict of guilty should 
have been rendered.” 

This states the uniform ruling of all the courts on this matter, and 
is entirely applicable to this case where the evidence admitted could not 
possibly have reversed the overwhelming evidence of the defendant’s 
guilt, and that in a matter of violation of a nation-wide and constitu- 
tional provision, which the defendant, beyond all possible question, was 
proven to have been habitually engaged in violating. 

The above cases and principles are especially applicable here, for it 
must be remembered that the testimony objected to was pertinent except 
for the fact that it was too remote and had no probative effect. Other- 
wise it was perfectly competent. 
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Even in the last two volumes of our Reports there are no less than 9 
cases enforcing this wholesome doctrine that an error will not justify a 
reversal unless it appears that it may have affected the result: Rankin 
v. Oates, 183 N. C., 520; Ledford v. Lumber Co., vbid., 616; Newton v. 
Newton, 182 N. C., 55; Jordan v. Motor Lines, tbid., 561; Fellows v. 
Dowd, ibid., T77; S. v. Jones, cbid., 787; and especially in point is In re 
Edens, 182 N. C., 400, in which Stacy, J., says: “Verdicts and judg- 
ments are not to be set aside for harmless error, or for mere error and 
no more. To accomplish this result it must be made to appear not only 
that the ruling was erroneous, but that it was material and prejudicial, 
amounting to a denial of some substantial right,” citing Cotton Mulls v. 
Hosiery Mills, 181 N. C., 33; Burris v. Litaker, ibid., 376; S. v. Smith, 
164 N. C., 476, and Cauble v. Express Co., 182 N. C., 448. 

In this last case Walker, J., p. 450, lays down the sound principle in 
unmistakable language, as follows: ‘When the aid of this Court is in- 
voked to grant a new trial, the motion for the same will be carefully 
weighed by us, and will be denied unless the merits are made clearly to 
appear. Courts do not lightly grant reversals, or set aside verdicts, 
upon grounds which show the alleged error to be harmless, or where the 
appellant could have sustained no injury from it. There should be, at 
least, something like a practical treatment of the motion to reverse, and 
it should not be granted except to subserve the real ends of substantial 
justice. The motion should be meritorious and not based upon merely 
trivial errors committed manifestly without prejudice. Reasons for 
attaching great importance to small and innocuous deviations from cor- 
rect principles have long ceased to have that effect and have become 
obsolete. The law will not now do a vain and useless thing. The 
foundation of an application for a new trial is the allegation of injustice 
and the motion is for relief. Unless, therefore, some wrong has been 
suffered, there is nothing to be relieved against. The injury must be 
positive and tangible, not theoretical merely. For instance, the simple 
fact of defeat is injurious, for it wounds the feelings, but this alone is 
not sufficient ground for a new trial. It does not necessarily involve 
loss of any kind, and without loss, or the probability of loss, there can 
be no new trial. The complaining party asks for redress, for the resto- 
ration of rights which have first been infringed and then taken away. 
There must be, then, a probability of repairing the injury, otherwise 
the interference of the Court would be but nugatory. There must be a 
reasonable prospect of placing the party who asks for a new trial in a 
better position than the one which he occupies by the verdict.” For 
this valuable and clear reasoning there is cited numerous authorities, 
and to which the author of the opinion adds this: “Surely when this 
rule, which is both sensible and just, is applied to the facts in hand 
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there is nothing to be gained by granting a new trial for the reason 
stated by the defendant, and it would, practically considered, be unwise 
to do so, as a motion, so far as it relates to this ground upon which it is 
based, is without any genuine merit.” This applies to the present case, 
for upon the same evidence, when the cause is tried again, with the 
omission of this evidence as to the purchase of a quart of liquor 8 years 
before, the admission of which is the only error relied on, the result 
could not be changed. 

In S. v. Hairston, 182 N. C., 851, it was held that the erioe in the 
exclusion of testimony is not ground for a new trial when it appears 
that it was harmless. To same purport in 181 N. C. are Cotton Mills 
v. Hosiery Mills, 181 N. C., 338; Smith v. Allen, tbid., 56; Cotton v. 
Fisheries, .bid., 151, and other cases. 

When we consider the importance of enforcement of this law, which 
has been placed in the Constitution, it 1s doubly necessary that new 
trials shall not be granted when it is apparent that the error complained 
of, when not repeated on a new trial, would not change the result. 

The defendant has been twice convitted—before the recorder’s court 
and on appeal in the Superior Court. There is nothing that requires 
that he should have still another trial. 





STATE v. SOL SPARKS. 
(Filed 6 December, 1922.) 


1. Instructions—Expression of Court’s Opinion—Statutes—Appeal and 
Error—Intoxicating Liquors—Spirituous Liquors. 


Where the defendant, on trial for violating our prohibition laws, has 
not admitted his guilt, and the trial judge, in his charge to the jury, has 
assumed that he was guilty upon the evidence of a State’s witness, it is 
an expression by the judge of his opinion whether a fact has been fully 

sufficiently proven, and constitutes reversible error. C. S8., 564. 


2. Same. 

Where the verdict of the jury has acquitted the defendant indicted for 
violating our prohibition laws under the count charging an unlawful sale 
of intoxicating liquors, but has convicted him of having the unlawful 
possession of the liquor for the purpose of sale, an expression of his 
opinion by the trial judge upon the evidence that the defendant had made 
the unlawful sale, applies also to the count charging that he had the 
unlawful possession for the purposes of sale, and constitutes reversible 
error. 


AppraL by defendant from Bryson, J., at February Term, 1922, of 
“YADKIN. 
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Criminal action. The defendant was convicted of a violation of the 
prohibition law. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
Williams & Reavis for defendant. 


Avams, J. The indictment contains five counts, three of which, in 
view of the verdict, we need not consider. In the first count the defend- 
ant 1s charged with the unlawful sale of spirituous hquor, and in the 
second, with having such liquor in his possession for the purpose of sale. 
The jury acquitted him on the first count and convicted him on the 
second. In charging the jury, after stating certain contentions arising 
upon the evidence, his Honor said, “We know that the sale of whiskey 
was made and was proved by witness who made the purchase, and who 
identifies the defendant as being the person who committed such act,” to 
which instruction the defendant excepted. 

On behalf of the prosecution it is insisted that this language was 
intended only as a recital of one of the State’s contentions, and it is 
altogether possible that it was so understood; but the record presents 
it as an independent and detached statement which the jury may reason- 
ably have construed as a conclusion of the court, and not as a mere cir- 
cumstance on which the State relied for conviction. 

Section 564 of the Consolidated Statutes is as follows: “No judge, 
in giving a charge to the petit jury, elther in a civil or a criminal action, 
shall give an opinion whether a fact 1s fully or sufficiently proven, that 
being the true office and province of the jury; but he shall state in a 
plain and correct manner the evidence given in the case and declare and 
explain the law arising thereon.” 

In 8. v. Horner, 174 N. C., 792, the defendant, who was charged with 
the unlawful manufacture of spirituous liquor, did not testify in his 
own behalf, and the trial judge inadvertently gave th:s instruction to 
the jury: “He said himself that he was there for the purpose of hauling 
it off to assist somebody who had put that beer there. THe stated that 
himself, and he stated that he got into bad luck, or something like that, 
for undertaking to do that thing.” In discussing the defendant’s excep- 
tion, Walker, J., said: “The defendant did not testify in his own 
behalf, and his Honor manifestly was referring here to what the State’s 
witnesses had testified that the defendant told them at the still at the 
time of his arrest; but whether he had made those statements to the 
officers was a question of fact for the Jury to decide, depending upon the 
credibility of the State’s witnesses, and the court was deciding that he 
did make the statements when it charged the jury that ‘he said himself 


N.C] FALL TERM, 1922. TAT 





STATE v. WINGLER. 





that he was there for the purpose of hauling it off,’ etc., and this the 
court could not do, as the jury must pass upon the credibility of the 
witnesses and find the facts. S. v. Davis, 1386 N. C., 568; 8. v. Cook, 
162 N. C., 586. The court, therefore, inadvertently, of course, expressed 
its opinion upon the weight of the testimony. The credibility of the 
witnesses always 1s a question for the jury.” 

According to the record in this case, his Honor told the jury, in effect, 
that the defendant had sold whiskey in violation of law. Certainly 
this was such an expression of opinion as the statute forbids. It is true 
the defendant was not convicted of the unlawful sale, but if in fact he 
made such sale the conclusion that he had the whiskey in his possession 
for the purpose of sale, as charged in the second count, was well nigh 
unavoidable. For the error indicated there must be a new trial. In 
addition to the cases cited under C. S., 564, we refer to Morr v. 
Kramer, 182 N. C., 87, and Greene v. Newsom, ante, 77. 

We take occasion to suggest that care be exercised by the counsel on 
each side in the preparation of cases on appeal to this Court, especially 
when, as in this instance, the trial judge has no opportunity to review 
or to correct the transcript. 

New trial. : 





STATE v. VES WINGLER, Arias U. G. WINGLER. 
(Filed 138 December, 1922.) 


1. Instructions — Evidence — Criminal Law—-Homicide—Murder—Man- 
slaughter. 

Where the defendant is being tried for homicide and the State has 
introduced evidence of his admission of the crime and circumstantial 
evidence tending to show his guilt, a defense solely upon the ground that 
the deceased was killed by an accident to herself wherein the defendant 
was not at all involved, does not present any evidence coming within the 
definition of manslaughter, and the trial judge commits no error in refus- 
ing to charge the law relating thereto. S. v. Myrick, 171 N. C., 791, cited 
and distinguished. 


2. Trials—Evidence—Questions for Jury. 


The weight and credibility of the evidence are matters within the 
province of the jury to determine, under a proper instruction by the court 
of the law thereto applicable. 


AppraL by defendant from McHlroy, J., at August Term, 1922, of 
WILKES. 

Criminal prosecution, tried upon an indictment charging the defend- 
ant with the murder of his wife. 
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The defendant was convicted of murder in the second degree, and 
from the judgment pronounced thereon he appealed, assigning errors. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
John R. Jones and T. C. Bowie for defendant. 


Stacy, J. In 1891 the defendant, Ves Wingler, married Candace 
Miller, the daughter of Nathan Miller, of Wilkes County. These two 
people lived together as man and wife for two years and seven days. 
At first they resided with the defendant’s mother; and then they moved 
to themselves and lived in a log cabin, situate on the mcuntain side about 
17 or 18 miles from North Wilkesboro, N. C. At that time the only 
way of getting in and out of this country was by a wagon road and “by 
walk-ways which lead across ridges and hollows and creeks.” Here a 
child was born to this union, and apparently they were contented, if not 
happy, in their poor and humble home. 

On 10 May, 18938, Candace Wingler, wife of the defendant, died under 
rather peculiar and suspicious circumstances. <A coroner’s inquest was 
held six days thereafter, and again on 23 May, 1893, the coroner’s jury 
was reassembled, additional evidence was offered for its consideration; 
the body of the deceased was exhumed and on examination by Dr. J. M. 
Turner was made in the presence of the jury. The coroner’s jury 
finally rendered a verdict that the deceased met her death by accidentally 
falling out of the loft of the defendant’s cabin and striking her head 
against the stone hearth and hitting her shoulder and neck against the 
ear and sharp wire bail of a pot in the fire place. This was the defend- 
ant’s version, given at the trial, as to how she received her fatal injuries. 

In 1894, about ten months after Candace Wingler’s death, the defend- 
ant married Melvina Wingler, the 16-year-old daughter of John Wing- 
ler. With his second wife, the defendant has since l-ved in the same 
community and raised another family. The child by his first wife was 
eared for largely by her grandmother, Mrs. Ann Muller. 

In April, 1922, Ves Wingler swore out a warrant ageinst one of John 
Shepherd’s boys, charging him with an assault upon his 9-year-old 
daughter by striking her in the face and knocking out some of her 
teeth. He was not arrested, but is now a fugitive from justice. Two 
days thereafter, John Shepherd made an affidavit before a justice of the 
peace, upon which the warrant and subsequent indictment of the defend- 
ant were based, charging that the defendant had admitted to him, in the 
presence of others, at the time of his first wife’s dezth, that he, the 
defendant, had killed her. 
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The defendant contended that his wife had climbed into the loft of 
their cabin to put away a pot of soap which she had made, and that she 
fell through an opening for a distance of eight or ten feet, striking her 
head against the stone hearth, crushing her skull and causing her death. 
The defendant further testified that, upon discovering his wife’s condi- 
tion, he ran out of the house and over the hill with a call for help from 
his neighbors, relatives, and friends. 

The State contended, and offered evidence tending to show, by those 
who responded to the defendant’s distress signal and who saw his wife 
before her death, that the deceased was a strong, vigorous woman; that 
she had a number of bruises on her body; that her skull was crushed 
on the back and left side; that her right shoulder showed a deep gash 
near the neck; that her right arm and the fingers of her right hand were 
cut; that her tongue was cut about two-thirds in two; that her thighs 
were bruised in two places, in front and behind, and that she was very 
bloody. There was evidence also to the effect that blood was found in 
the yard, on the steps, in the house, and the prints of a woman’s bloody 
hand was seen on the wall; that a bloody mattock lay on the floor, the 
blade of which was about the size of the gash in her shoulder; that there 
was no hole or opening in the loft through which her body could have 
passed; that when this circumstance, among others, was called to the 
defendant’s attention by his mother and sister in the presence of John 
Shepherd (who gives this evidence), he said: “Yes, I killed her with 
the mattock; but, in the name of God, don’t tell it. Tell that she fell 
out of the loft and killed herself. . . . For God’s sake, open a place 
-and tell she fell through there,” and then, turning to John Shepherd, he 
exclaimed: “John, God damn you, if you ever tell it, I will kill you.” 

The State’s witness, John Shepherd, in explanation of why he with- 
held this evidence from the officers of the law for so long a period, stated 
that he was afraid the defendant would kill him, or do him great bodily 
harm, if he told it; but that, after he had been converted and professed 
religion, in the spring of 1922, the matter bore upon his mind to such 
an extent that he felt compelled to give the authorities the information 
he had, and thus relieve himself of the burden he had been carrying for 
so many years. This witness further stated that on one occasion, when 
the defendant was drunk, he told him that he killed his first wife in 
order to get rid of her and to marry Melvina Wingler, but added: “If 
you ever tell it I will kill you.” 

The defendant, on the other hand, contended that the testimony of 
John Shepherd was false in its entirety; that it was born of a malicious 
and revengeful spirit, occasioned by the attempted arrest of his boy at 
the instance of the defendant. There was further evidence on behalf of 
the defendant tending to impeach the character and reputation of the 
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principal witnesses for the State, and there was evidence in rebuttal 
offered by the State, derogatory of the defendant’s character and stand- 
ing in the community. 

Upon this circumstantial evidence and alleged confession of guilt, the 
jury returned a verdict of murder in the second degree, and the court 
imposed an indeterminate sentence of not less than 25 years nor more 
than 30 years at hard labor in the State’s Prison. 

The only material exception presented for our consideration is the one 
directed to the following portion of his Honor’s charge: “In this case, 
gentlemen of the jury, the court charges you that there is no evidence 
of manslaughter in the case, and your verdict will be either guilty of 
murder in the first degree, murder in the second degree, or not guilty, 
as you may find and be satisfied from the evidence in the case.” 

The principle here invoked by the defendant, and which he alleges 
was violated by this instruction of the court, is stated by Hoke, J., in 
S.v. Merrick, 171 N. C., 791, as follows: “ Tt has been held with us in 
numerous cases, and the position is in accord with authoritative deci- 
sions elsewhere, that where in an indictment for murder the law in this 
State permitting a verdict for a lesser grade of the crime, if there are 
facts in evidence tending to reduce the crime to manslaughter, it is the 
duty of the presiding judge to submit this view of the case to the jury 
under a correct charge, and his failure to do so will constitute reversible 
error, though the defendant may have been convicted for the higher 
offense,” citing a number of authorities, 

The foregoing, of course, is a correct statement of the :aw, but a care 
ful perusal of the present record convinces us that this principle is not 
applicable to the facts of the instant case, and that the defendant’s 
exception must be overruled. There is no evidence upon which a verdict 
of manslaughter could have been based, hence the rule as stated does not 
apply. [ndeed, the defendant’s own testimony positively runs counter 
to any inference of manslaughter. He testified that the deceased had 
given him no offense, and that there was no occasion or cause for her 
murder. 8S. v. Johnson, 161 N. C., 264; S. v. Bowman, 152 N. C., 817; 
S.v. Teachey, 1388 N. C., 598. 

There are several other exceptions relating to the admission and exelu- 
sion of evidence, but none apparently of sufficient merit to warrant an 
extended diseussion. The weight and credibility of the testimony was 
for the jury, and it has found the facts at variance with the defendant’s 
contention. The State’s evidence, if believed in its entirety, would have 
justified a more serious verdict. But the jury, in the discharge of its 
duty, has acquitted the defendant of the capital offense, 

This is a remarkable case in many respects. Its opening scene is one 
of romance; it then moves on from suggested intrigue to ultimate 
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tragedy. So far as our records disclose, it is without a parallel in the 
judicial history of the State. It seems to stand alone and apparently 
1S sud generis, | 

Three decades ago, Ves Wingler, with axe in hand, cut from the 
virgin forests of Wilkes County the logs and the timbers with which he 
built upon the mountain side a erude and humble hut for himself and 
Candace Wingler, his wife. Here this couple started life together in a 
rough, rugged, mountain home—a log cabin, in fact—but to the deceased 
it was at least a stable and a manger. The only means of getting in 
and out of this country at that time was by a wagon road and by walk- 
ways which led across ridges and hollows and creeks. In winter there 
was a scene of Jeafless branches, snow-covered peaks, and frozen brooks; 
and that was poverty. But the defendant and his wife were not 
daunted by the dangers of the inaccessible hills, nor by the frightful 
stories of the mountain coves. They started hfe with high hopes and 
with a faith that knew no fears, waiting and praying for the dawn of 
a better day. 

It matters not on what plane of life one labors, nor how large or 
small the number of his acquaintances, the man who toils and yet knows 
that in the circle of his influence there is at least one life in which 
there is sunshine where but for him there would have been shadow; that 
there is at least one home in which there is cheer where but for him 
there would have been gloom; that there is at least one heart in which 
there is hope where but for him there would have been despair, that 
man carries with him as he goes one of the richest treasures on this 
earth. This was the goal for which Ves Wingler was striving thirty 
years ago. But, alas, another story is told. He soon grew weary of 
his wife, and for some reason, not clearly disclosed by the record, he 
took her life in a eruel and heartless manner. Evidence of the crime 
was concealed at the time; he married again, raised another family, 
and, after the lapse of twenty-nine years was, arrested, tried, convicted, 
and sentenced to the State’s Prison. Though justice sometimes treads 
with leaden feet, if need be, she strikes with an iron hand. Verily, the 
wages of sin is death, and sin pays its wages. 

The supreme tragedy of life is the immolation of woman. With a 
heavy hand, nature exacts from her a high tax of blood and tears. The 
age of knighthood has passed and is gone, but let us hope that the spirit 
of chivalry may never die. No civilization can last where women are 
permitted to be butchered like sheep in the shambles. Surely there is 
no pleasure to be derived from the punishment of the wicked, but it 
would seem that this defendant ought to welcome an opportunity to 
expiate his crime and to make some atonement for it. No doubt, in his 
own conscience, he has already suffered the agony of remorse. How, 
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through the many years, has it been possible for him to banish from his 
mind the vision of the woman who, in the days of her youth, put her 
hand in his, with a promise to forsake all others and to follow him? 
At the altar she vowed, in substance, that “whither thou goest, I will go; 
and where thou lodgest, I will lodge; thy people shall be my people, and 
thy God my God.” Can the defendant ever forget that momentous 
hour when this woman, with heroic courage, took immortality by the 
hand and went down into the valley of the shadow of death that his 
child might live? And then, can he for a moment cease to hear her 
screams of terror as she fled from his murderous hand? 

The fates decreed for Candace Miller a hard lot and a cruel death, 


but— 
“Oh, can it be the gates ajar 
Wait not her humble quest?” 


There is no error appearing on the record, except the great error of 
the defendant in murdering his wife; but this is a mistake which is 
beyond our province or power to correct. 


“Repose upon her soulless face, 
Dig the grave and leave her; 
But breathe a prayer that, in His grace, 
He who so loved this toiling race 
To endless rest receive her.” 
—MecNeill. 


The trial and judgment of the Superior Court will be upheld. 
No error. 





STATE v. LLOYD BAKER, MANS GASPERSON, anp 
HARRY GASPERSON, 


(Filed 18 December, 1922.) 


Intoxicating Liquor—Spirituous Liquor—Evidence—Questions for Jury— 
Constitutional Law. 


The evidence in this case held sufficient on appeal to sustain a verdict 
convicting the defendant of the unlawful manufacture of intoxicating 
liquor, and our State statute on the subject does not contravene the XVIII 
Amendment to the Federal Constitution. 


AppraL by defendants from Shaw, J., at March Term, 1922, of 
BuNcoMBE. 

Criminal prosecution, tried upon an indictment charging the defend- 
ants with engaging in the manufacture of spirituous liquors in violation 
of the State statutes. 
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From an adverse verdict and judgment pronounced thereon, the de 
fendants appealed. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
Reynolds, Reynolds & Howell for defendants. 


Sracy, J. The defendants’ first and second exceptions are directed 
to his Honor’s refusal to grant their motions for judgments as of non- 
suit, made first at the close of the State’s evidence and renewed at the 
close of all the evidence. 

Robert Gilliam, a witness for the State, testified that he had seen all 
three of the defendants personally engaged in the operation of an illicit 
distillery in Buncombe County within the past two years; that, to his 
own knowledge, each and every one of the said defendants had done work 
and taken a part in the manufacture of said intoxicating hquors. This 
evidence, while denied by the defendants, was amply sufficient to carry 
the case to the jury. The defendants, having lost before the jury, 
doubtless appealed “to see how it might strike the Court.” 

The remaining exceptions, calling in question the validity of our 
State statutes since the adoption of the XVIII Amendment to the Con- 
stitution of the United States, must be overruled on authority of S. v. 
Campbell, 182 N. C., 911, and cases there cited. 

No error. 





STATE vy, REID SUDDERTH. 
(Filed 18 December, 1922.) 


1. Assault and Battery — Automobiles — Highways — Statutes — Public 
Safety—Criminal Law—Evidence. 

Our statutes on the subject of regulating the care to be used by those 
driving motor vehicles upon the State’s highways, among them, C. &., 
2617, as to the passing without interference; 2618, amended by Public 
Laws 1921, ch. 98, Extra Session, as to reckless driving, having regard 
to the width of the highway, traffic thereon, and the various rates of 
speed in accordance with location in the country, upon streets of cities, 
towns, etc.; 2599, making a violation of any of the provisions of ch. 55, 
C. S., a misdemeanor, are to secure the reasonable safety of persons in 
and upon the highways of the State, and where death or great bodily 
harm results, evidence that the accused was, at the time charged, violat- 
ing these provisions may be properly received upon a trial for murder or 
for manslaughter in appropriate instances, or as evidence of an assault 
where no serious injury has resulted. 
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2. Same. 


A battery includes an assault, and to constitute en assault it is not 
necessary that the defendant should have directly struck the one assaulted, 
for any unlawful touching of the person alleged to have been assaulted, or 
the setting in motion of any force that is committed through means which 
ultimately produce this result, and are likely to procluce it, is sufficient, 
and applies when a person driving an automobile upon the State’s high- 
way, in consequence of his violating the statutes on the subject, collides 
with another person driving an automobile thereon, which results in a 
physical jarring of such other person, though he inay not have been 
thrown from his automobile, or struck in any part of his body. 


3. Criminal Law—Sentence—Discretion of Court—Courts—Inference— 
Appeal and Error. 


A permissible inference that the trial judge increased the sentence of 
the defendant, convicted of an assault and battery, because the defendant 
later exercised his right of appeal, on the facts of the record is held 
insufficient to justify the Supreme Court in setting the judgment aside on 
the ground that the judge has grossly abused the exercise of the legal 
discretion given him by the law. 


AppraL by defendant from Ray, J., at August Term, 1922, of BurKe. 

Indictment for assault with deadly weapon. 

The evidence on the part of the State tended to show that on the night 
of 16 July, 1922, as prosecutor was going towards Morg:anton in his auto- 
mobile, defendant, also in an automobile, meeting said witness, ran his 
said machine into that of plaintiff, broke front axle of prosecutor’s car 
in two places, also one wheel, knocked off the fender, running board, and 
braces, and bent up the running gear. That at time of collision defend- 
ant was running his car at thirty to thirty-five miles an hour, and was 
over on prosecutor’s side of the road. Prosecutor was going fifteen or 
twenty miles per hour, and in the endeavor to avoid a collision, had 
run his car as far to his own side of the road as he could get with safety, 
the cars being on a fill. That prosecutor was not struck in any part of 
his body, nor thrown out of the car by the collision. The testimony of 
prosecutor was supported by evidence to the effect that after the colli- 
sion defendant’s car was found on wrong side of the road, as claimed and 
testified to by the prosecutor. 

There was evidence for defendant in denial of plaintifi’s account of 
the occurrence, and tending to show that defendant was only going ten 
or fifteen miles per hour, and was on his own side of the road. That 
prosecutor had just come around a curve in the road without sounding 
his horn or giving any signal, and defendant was within twenty-five feet 
of prosecutor when he first saw him, and too late to avoid the collision. 

The court submitted the issue to the jury with a very full statement 
of the evidence and contentions of the State, and of the defendant, in- 
structing the jury, among other things, that if the facts as testified to 
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by the State’s witnesses were accepted by them, and they were satisfied 
that they were true beyond a reasonable doubt, then an assault was 
committed as charged. Verdict, guilty. Judgment, and defendant ex- 
cepted and appealed. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
S.J. Ervin and 8. J. Hrvin, Jr., for defendant. 


Hoxg, J. Our statute on the subject of motor vehicles, C. S., ch. 55, 
Public Laws, Extra Session 1921, among other things, in section 2617, 
provides: “That persons operating such machines on the public high- 
way, meeting another, shall reasonably turn to the right of the center of 
the road so as to pass without interference.” And in section 2618, as 
amended by Public Laws, Extra Session 1921, ch. 98, forbids that per- 
sons operating such vehicles shall do so recklessly or at a greater rate of 
speed than is reasonable and proper, having regard to the width, traffic, 
and use of the highway, or so as to endanger the life and limb of any 
person, with a proviso that a rate of speed in excess of twenty miles per 
hour in the residence portions of any city, town, or village, and a rate 
in excess of ten miles in any business portion of a city, town, or village, 
and a rate in excess of thirty miles an hour on any public highway 
outside of the corporate limits of any incorporated city or town shall 
be deemed a violation of the section, etc. And in section 2599 of said 
chapter the violation of any provision of this chapter is made a misde- 
meanor. 

This statute being designed to secure the reasonable safety of persons 
in and upon the highways of the State, and enacted because a violation 
of the provisions is likely to result in death or serious bodily harm of 
such persons, it is the established principle, and has been so directly 
held with us, that where one upon the highway is killed or injured by 
reason of the operation of one of these vehicles in violation of the statu- 
tory provision, the party in default may be prosecuted for murder or 
manslaughter if death ensues, and for assault in cases of personal injury. 
S. v. Rountree, 181 N. C., 535; 8. v. McIver, 175 N. C., 761; 8. »v. 
Leary, 88 N. C., 615. In this last case it is said: “Where the facts 
of a case of homicide constitute the crime of manslaughter, the same 
state of facts will constitute an assault if no killing ensues.” 

On the facts, as accepted by the jury, a proper application of these 
principles is in full support of defendant’s conviction. It is well under- 
stood that a battery always includes an assault. Coke on Littleton, 
p. 258. And in Clark on Criminal Law, p. 253, it is said “That a 
battery is an assault whereby any force, however slight, is actually 
applied to the person of another, directly or indirectly.” 
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In Greenleaf on Evidence, (16 ed.), sec. 84, the author says “That a 
battery is the actual unlawful-infliction of violence on the person of 
another, and may be proved by evidence of any unlawful touching of 
plaintiff’s person, whether by the defendant himself or by any substance 
put in motion by him.” And in 2d Wharton Criminal Law (11 ed.), 
sec. 804: “Whether it is an assault and battery on B. to strike a horse 
driven by B. was at one time doubted, but the better opinion is that a 
blow is a battery irrespective of the number of mechanical agencies 
through which it is transmitted.” And in section 811: “A battery is 
an assault in which force is applied by material agencies to the person 
of another, either mediately or immediately.” And by way of illustra- 
tion: “Thus, to strike the dress of a person assailed or the house in 
which he resides may be as much a battery as to strike his face.” 

While in the instant case the prosecutor was not thrown entirely from 
the car, nor struck in any part of his body, the physical jar necessarily 
produced by the collision described in evidence, caused by the unlawful 
use at the time of defendant’s car, is clearly sufficient, as stated, to 
justify a conviction for assault and battery. 

It is further objected for error that on the renditicn of the verdict 
defendant was sentenced to twelve months in the common jail, and 
assigned to work on the roads in Iredell County. And the next day, 
when a motion for a new trial was made and overruled, and appeal 
taken, the court struck out the first judgment and im»osed a sentence 
of two years in jail, and assigned to work the roads, ete. In this con- 
nection the case on appeal states that the first sentence of twelve months 
was imposed on the coming in of the verdict, there being no motion for 
new trial or appeal, the court inferred that no further resistance to the 
prosecution or conviction was intended, and in consideration of this 
fact, the sentence of twelve months was imposed, and that the lighter 
sentence would not have been given but for the fact that defendant had 
apparently acquiesced in the result and would not prosecute his appeal. 

It is the accepted rule with us that within the limits of the sentence 
permitted by the law, the character and extent of the punishment is 
committed to the sound discretion of the trial court, and may be re- 
viewed by this Court only in case of manifest and gross abuse. While 
the reasons for this change of sentence, and such a pronounced change, 
may not appear adequate or altogether satisfactory, we clo not feel justi- 
fied in holding as a conclusion of law that the judgment is erroneous 
within the meaning of the principle. 

No error. 


N.O.] FALL TERM, 1922. 157 





STATE v. THOMAS. 





STATE vy. O. G. THOMAS. 
(Filed 138 December, 1922.) 


1. Criminal Law — Homicide — Murder —- Manslaughter—Instructions— 
Appeal and Error-——Objections and Exceptions. 

Where, upon the trial of one charged with homicide, there is evidence 
tending to show murder in the first degree, murder in the second degree, 
manslaughter, and self-defense, it is the duty of the presiding judge, in 
his charge to the jury, to declare and explain the various phases of the 
evidence relating to self-defense, and to the various degrees of felonious 
homicide, and his failure to instruct upon all the essential questions of 
law properly raised by the evidence constitutes as to each reversible error, 
which is presented by exception on appeal without specifically raising the 
question of error complained of by prayers for instruction tendered and 
refused. 


2. Same—Statutes—Malice. 

Where, upon a trial for a homicide, the prisoner has admitted the 
killing with a pistol, and relies upon the plea of self-defense, and the 
evidence presents for the consideration of the jury murder in the first 
degree, murder in the second degree, and manslaughter, and the prisoner 
has been convicted of murder in the second degree, it is reversible error 
for the trial judge to charge the jury as to the law relating to murder in 
the first degree under the provisions of C.'8S., 4200, and then to instruct 
them that all other killings would be murder in the second degree, for 
this would deprive the prisoner of such of the evidence as tended to repel 
the inference of malice from the killing with a deadly weapon, which, if 
established, would, at least, reduce the grade to the offense of man- 
slaughter, 


8. Same. 

A charge which fails to instruct the jury as to the law upon every 
essential phase of the evidence relating to the degrees of felonious homi- 
cide is reversible error, and an exception for failure to charge the jury 
concerning the various degrees when the evidence presents them takes 
the question to the Supreme Court on appeal without the necessity of its 
presentation by defendant’s request for special instruction. The neces- 
sary elements of the criminal offense of manslaughter arising under 
the evidence in relation to the charge given in this case discussed by 
ADAMS, J. 


AppgaL by defendant from Ray, J., at January Term, 1922, of 
CABARRUS. 

Indictment for murder. The defendant was convicted of murder in 
the second degree. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 

Cansler & Cansler, J. J. Parker, Maness, Armfield & Sherrin, J. Lee 
Crowell, and John M. Oglesby for defendant. 
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Apams, J. The defendant shot and killed the deceased in Bergerberg, 
a suburb of Kannapolis, between 8 and 9 o’clock on the night of 25 
October, 1921. About 8 o’clock the defendant, according to his state- 
ment, accompanied by Mrs. Robert Lowe, left the Cline boarding-house 
at Kannapolis in a Buick ear, intending to go to the home of Oscar 
Overcash, who lived near the scene of the homicide. After getting into 
the car he laid his pistol in Mrs. Lowe’s lap. About the same time the 
deceased, traveling in a Ford sedan, carried a woman named Carrie 
Kimball through a part of the town not far from Overcash’s residence, 
and, leaving her for a few minutes near Lawing’s store, went to the 
Cabarrus Cotton Mill and told P. M. Mangum, a mechanie, that Mrs. 
Kimball wanted to see him. The deceased, with Mangum, then went 
back to Mrs. Kimball, and again she got in the car. The sedan was 
next driven down Leonard Street, thence up the Bethpage road to the 
mail boxes where the woman and Mangum alighted. The deceased left 
them there. Mangum said, “He (the deceased) went up the road; he 
turned around and came back in about five minutes or ten, I don’t know 
exactly, and came back by us about 380 miles an hour, I imagine, and 
didn’t stop, and turned back into this street where they said the shooting 
was done.” A witness for the State testified that when the sedan 
stopped the first time near Lawing’s store he walked up to it and found 
a man and a woman there, the woman standing on the running board; 
that the man went on in the car, the woman saying she would remain; 
that this woman was Mrs. Lowe, not Mrs. Kimball; and that the Buick 
passed her six or eight minutes before the sedan came back from the 
Cabarrus Mill. 

After leaving his boarding-house, the defendant drove down the 
National highway to Overcash’s garage, found it closed, and turned the 
car around and started up the Bethpage road towards the residence of 
Overeash. Just before getting to this road he saw the secian drive into 
the highway, turn around, and go up the Bethpage road ahead of him. 
The cars were going in the same direction, and several turns were made 
by each. When the defendant got in front of Overcash’s house he 
stopped his car; whether he stopped the engine was disputed. The 
sedan was standing fifty or sixty yards ahead. As to what next took 
place the evidence was conflicting. There was evidence for the State 
tending to show these circumstances: Just before the sedan stopped 
some one in the Buick “hollered”; then two people got out of the sedan, 
went back to the other car, and talked with some one there about five 
minutes; the door of the car was heard to shut; the man who had come 
from the sedan started back, and when he had gone two steps from the 
Buick three shots were fired. The deceased went about five steps and 
fell. One wound was found in the left upper chest and another in the 
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region of the left kidney. It was not certain whether the one who came 
with the deceased was a man or a woman. 

The theory of the State was that the account of the transaction given 
by the defendant Thomas and Mrs. Lowe was not true; that before 
arriving on the scene of the tragedy, Mrs. Lowe had left Thomas’s car 
and had been taken up by Allen; that for this reason Thomas was 
following Allen’s sedan, and when the cars stopped Allen and Mrs. Lowe 
left the Ford and advanced towards Thomas, who was in the other car; 
that some words occurred between them, and thereupon Thomas inten- 
tionally shot the deceased in a spirit of revenge caused by his association 
with Mrs. Lowe. To contradict this theory of the State, the defendant 
introduced as witnesses P. M. Mangum and Mrs. Kimball. Mangum 
testified that it was Mrs. Kimball who was standing on the side of the 
road near Lawing’s store, and who got in the car with Allen, and not 
Mrs. Lowe. Mrs. Kimball testified to the same effect. 

The defendant admitted that he shot and killed the deceased with a 
pistol, but contended that he shot in self-defense. The State contended 
that he was guilty of murder in the first degree, or murder in the second 
degree, or manslaughter. 

When a person charged with homicide is on trial for the capital 
felony, and there is evidence tending to show murder in the first degree, 
murder in the second degree, manslaughter, and self-defense, it is the 
duty of the presiding judge, in his instructions to the jury, to declare 
and explain the law applicable to the various phases of the evidence 
relating to self-defense, and to the several degrees of felonious homicide. 
And such instructions should be given upon all the essential questions of 
law properly raised by the evidence. In 8. v. Merrick, 171 N. C., 795, 
itis said: “The authorities are at one in holding that both in criminal 
and civil causes a judge, in his charge to the jury, should present every 
substantial and essential feature of the case embraced within the issue 
and arising on the evidence, and this without any special prayer for 
instructions to that effect. Charged with the duty of seeing that impar- 
tial right is administered, it is a requirement naturally incident to the 
great office he holds, and made imperative with us by statute law. 
Revisal, sec. 585: ‘He shall state in a plain and correct manner the 
evidence in the case, and explain the law arising thereon,’ and a failure 
to do so, when properly presented, shall be held for error. When a 
judge has done this, charged generally on the essential features of the 
case, if a litigant desires that some subordinate feature of the cause or 
some particular phase of the testimony shall be more fully explained, he 
should call the attention of the court to it by prayers for instructions or 
other proper procedure; but, as stated, on the substantive features of 
the case arising on the evidence, the judge is required to give a correct 
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charge concerning it.” Jarrett v. Trunk Co., 144 N. C., 301; Matthews 
v. Myatt, 172 N. C., 233; Lea v. Utilities Co., 176 N. C., 514; Beck v. 
Tanning Co., 179 N. C., 127; Butler v. Mfg. Co., 182 N. C., 552. 

We think his Honor lost sight of this requirement in his instruction 
concerning manslaughter. Jn his analysis of C..S., 4200, he drew the 
distinction between murder committed by means of poison, lying in wait, 
imprisonment, starving, or torture, and murder committed by any other 
kind of willful, deliberate, and premeditated killing, and then said: 
“To illustrate, when the State has shown that a deceased came to his 
death by means of poison administered at the instance of the party 
charged, or that he came to his death by reason of lying in wait at the 
instance of the party charged, then the State does not; have to prove 
other facts to show deliberation, because the statute in ‘its execution, in 
its construction of language, implies that no such killing could be perpe- 
trated except with malice aforethought, with premeditation and delib- 
eration. All other killing, as you will note, if there is an absence of 
malice, as defined by the statute, shall be deemed murder in the second 
degree.” To this instruction the defendant excepted. The last para- 
graph is inaccurate. By “malice as defined by the statute” his Honor 
perhaps meant the malice which exists when the homicide comes ex- 
pressly within the statutory definition of murder in the first degree; 
but the error consists in the additional instruction that all other killing 
(not all other murder), if there is an absence of such malice, shall be 
deemed to be murder in the second degree, the logical effect of which was 
to deprive the defendant of the benefit of such evidence as tended to 
mitigate the offense to manslaughter. The judge, it is true, had pre 
viously called attention to the provision that all murder not in the first 
degree shall be deemed to be murder in the second degree; but nowhere 
in the charge was this erroneous use of the word “killing” retracted or 
corrected, and the jury were therefore left to the uncertainty of conjec- 
ture in their application to the evidence of these two contradictory or 
inconsistent instructions. S. v. Johnson, ante, 687. They may have 
concluded, very reasonably, that in the absence of such malice as is 
essential to make a homicide murder in the first degree, every killing of 
a human being is murder in the second degree. The errcr was no doubt 
an inadvertence on the part of the learned judge, but none the less preju- 
dicial for that reason. 

We do not intend to suggest that his Honor did not charge the jury 
as to manslaughter. He did, but in doing so he failed to instruct them 
as to one of the substantial and essential features of the case, and the 
defendant excepted. After defining voluntary manslaugater as an “act 
committed with a real design, a purpose to kill, or through the violence 
of sudden passion occasioned by an adequate provocation which the law 
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does not justify or excuse,” he said: “In voluntary manslaughter, the 
killing is in the heat of passion.” And as a part of the instruction on 
the law of self-defense he used this language: “The law is made to fit 
the ordinary reasonable man. The condition of the nerves of a normal 
man should govern in apprehension of danger, not what his nerves were, 
but what they ought to have been, and must be determined from observa- 
tion of men of ordinary firmness and courage.” 

In view of these statements, his Honor should have been more specific 
in his instructions as to manslaughter. For example, although the jury 
may have found from the evidence that the defendant at the time he 
fired the fatal shot actually apprehended death or great bodily harm at 
the hands of the deceased, but that the circumstances were not caleu- 
jated to excite in the mind of the defendant in the exercise of ordinary 
firmness reasonable grounds for such apprehension, in consequence of 
which he shot too hastily or used excessive force, still there was no 
instruction covering this phase of the evidence. If these facts were 
found, as probably they were, the jury were again left to conjecture. 
Under the decision in Merrick’s case, the defendant, without submitting 
a special prayer, was entitled to an explanation of the law applicable to 
this situation. 

Certainly fright or terror will not excuse the unnecessary taking of 
human life when there is no reasonable ground for apprehending death 
or enormous bodily harm, but in connection with other circumstances 
it may serve to repel the inference of malice arising from the intentional 
killing with a deadly weapon, and to mitigate or reduce the homicide 
from murder in the second degree or manslaughter. The principle is 
clearly stated by Riddick, J., in Allison v. State (Ark.), 86 S. W., at 
page 413: “In each case, then, the question of whether it is proper to 
submit to the jury the question of the defendant’s guilt of any particu- 
lar grade of offense included in the indictment must be answered by 
considering whether there is evidence which would justify a conviction 
for that offense. In this case there was evidence that tended to show 
that the defendant shot Baldwin because Baldwin cursed him, and then 
attempted to draw a pistol upon him in a threatening manner. The 
presiding judge may have concluded that, if the jury believed this evi- 
dence, they should acquit, and that therefore that this evidence did not 
justify an instruction in reference to manslaughter. But the jury may 
have accepted a part of this evidence as true and rejected other portions 
of it as untrue. They may have concluded that the defendant shot 
under the belief that he was about to be assaulted, but that he acted 
too hastily and without due care, and was therefore not justified in 
taking life under the circumstances. It is not always necessary to show 
that the killing was done in the heat of passion to reduce the crime to 
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manslaughter, for where the killing is done because the slayer believes 
that he is in great danger, but the facts do not warrant such belief, it 
may be murder or manslaughter, according to the circumstances, even 
though there be no passion. Or when the slayer, though acting in self- 
defense, was not himself free from blame, the crime may be only man- 
slaughter. Wallace v. Umted States, 162 U. S., 466; 16 Sup. Ct., 859; 
40 L. Ed., 1039. The mere fact that a man believes that he is in great 
and immediate danger of life or great bodily harm coes not of itself 
justify him in taking life. There must be some grounds for such belief, 
or the law will not excuse him for taking the life of another. But if 
the slayer acts from an honest belief that 1t is necessary to protect him- 
self, and not from malice or revenge, even though he formed such con- 
clusion hastily and without due care, and when the facts did not justify 
it, still, under such a case, although such belief on Lis part will not 
fully justify him, it may go in mitigation of the crime, and reduce the 
homicide from murder to manslaughter. Stevenson v. United States, 
162 U.S., 313; 16 Sup. Ct., 839; 40 L. Ed., 980.” 8.2. Doherty (Vt.), 
82 A. S. R., 957; Menly v. State (Texas), 2 S. W., 607; Johnson v. 
State (Wis.), 5 L. R. A. CN. §.), 815 n. His Honor should have in- 
structed the jury in accordance with this principle. 
For the reasons assigned, the defendant is entitled to a 
New trial. 





STATE v. MOSES HARRISON. 
(Filed 20 December, 1922.) 


Intoxicating Liquor—Spirituous Liquor—Constitutional Law—Statutes— 
Conviction in Federal Courts—State Courts—Concurrent Authority— 
Distinct Offenses. 

The language of the second paragraph of the XVIII Amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States delegates to the Federal Government 
authority over the manufacture, sale, etc., of intoxicating liquor, as being 
concurrent with the authority reserved in the State upon the subject; and 
the same act violating an act of Congress and of a state statute is a 
distinct offense against the two Governments, punishable in the courts of 
each; and a conviction under the Volstead Act is no bar to a conviction 
by the state courts for an offense against a state statute on the subject. 


CLARK, C. J., concurring. 


AppraL by defendant from Harding, J., at August Term, 1922, of 
Davipson. 

Criminal prosecution, tried upon an indictment charging the defend- 
ant with having spirituous liquors in his possession for the purpose of 
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sale, of receiving more than one quart at any one time, and of receiving 
more than one quart within fifteen consecutive days, in violation of the 
State statutes. 

From an adverse verdict, and judgment pronounced thereon, the de- 
fendant appealed. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
P.V. Critcher for defendant. 


Sraoy, J. Prior to the defendant’s trial in the Superior Court, he 
was convicted in the Federal Court, under the Volstead Act, upon 
identically the same state of facts, as here disclosed, and sentenced to 
pay a fine of $400. Seasonably and in proper manner he set up, as a 
plea in bar, his former conviction in the Federal Court. His position 
in this respect is untenable. He has committed two offenses, one against 
the Government of the United States and the other against the State of 
North Carolina. 

Congress is given power to enforce the XVIII Amendment by appro- 
priate legislation. Rhode Island v. Palmer, 253 U. S., 350. Likewise, 
the several states, in the exercise of their police power, may enact laws 
in aid of its enforcement. Vigliotts v. Commonwealth of Pa., 66 L. Ed., 
(volume not yet published); S. v. Muse, 181 N. C., 506. But a convic- 
tion in the Federal Court for a violation of the act of Congress, known 
as the Volstead Act, is no bar to a prosecution in the State courts for a 
violation of the State laws, because the same act or acts on the part of 
the defendant may constitute a violation of the laws of both sovereign- 
ties at the same time. Cooley v. The State, 110 S. E. (Ga.), 451, and 
eases there cited; Lanza et al. v. United States, ....... . U.S. (volume not 
yet published), decided 11 December, 1922. 

“The Congress and the several states shall have concurrent power to 
enforce this article by appropriate legislation” is the language of the 
second paragraph of the XVIII Amendment. The words “concurrent 
power” are not used here in the sense of denoting or designating the 
source of the states’ power to legislate on the subject of prohibition, but 
as indicating that the power of Congress shall not be exclusive. Com- 
monwealth v. Nickerson, 236 Mass., 296. The amendment is a grant of 
power so far as the Congress is concerned, but not so as to the states. 
They had the power to legislate on the subject prior to the amendment, 
and they still have concurrent power with the Congress to enact appro- 
priate legislation for its enforcement. This, it is conceded, apparently 
gives two meanings to the words “concurrent power,” at one and the 
same time; but, if so, it is the result of applying them at once to two 
different legislative bodies—one exercising delegated powers and the 
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other reserved powers in the sense the powers of both ere spoken of in 
the Constitution of the United States. If the use of these words were 
unavoidable in the first instance, then this dual construction follows 
either naturally or as a practical necessity. National Prohibition Cases, 
258 U.S., 350. 

In Ratlroad v. Fuller, 17 Wall., 560; 21 L. Ed., 710 (opinion by 
Mr. Justice Swayne), it is said: 

“In the complex system of polity, which exists in this country, the 
powers of government may be divided into four classes: 

“(1) Those which belong exclusively to the states. 

“(2) Those which belong exclusively to the National Government. 

(3) Those which may be exercised concurrently and independently 
by both. 

“(4) And those which may be exercised by the states, but only until 
Congress shall see fit to act upon the subject. The authority of the 
states then retires, and lies in abeyance until the occasion for its exercise 
shall recur.” See, also, Hx parte McNevll, 138 Wall., 2-40. 

The power to deal with the subject-matter now in hand would seem to 
fall in the third class, as stated above. Hence, a conviction under the 
act of Congress would not preclude a prosecution under the state laws. 

No error. 


Crarx, C. J., concurring with the opinion of Stacy, J., for the Court, 
that a conviction for violation of the Prohibition Law is not a bar on 
an indictment upon the same facts under the State law, for the defend- 
ant has committed two offenses: one against the United States and the 
other against the State of North Carolina: Adds, that as held by 
Burwell, J., in S. v. Stevens, 114 N. C., 876, “The selling of a pint of 
whiskey may be a violation of both the State and Federal laws, and 
punishable in each jurisdiction”; and, also, there may be a violation of 
the revenue law of the State and of the statute against selling liquor to 
a minor, and a violation of a town ordinance for selling without a 
license.” See citations to that case in the Anno. Ed. 

In one of those cases, S. v. Lytle, 188 N. C., 740, it is said, citing 
S. v. Stevens, supra, that when, as in that case, there were provisions 
against selling without a license, one and the same act, 7. e., “selling the 
same glass of liquor, may be a violation of the town ordinance, and also 
a violation of the State law, if license has not been obtained from both; 
and further, the same act may be punishable by the Federal Govern- 
ment if in violation of its statutes; and, indeed, if the purchaser is a 
minor, the same single act may constitute a fourth distinct offense of 
selling spirituous liquor to a minor—and even a fifth if the sale is on 
Sunday. Although it is a single act, there may be thus a violation of 
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five statutes, and when in such case each statute requires proof of an 
additional fact, which the other does not, an acquittal or conviction 
under either statute does not exempt the defendant from prosecution 
under the other.” All of these acts, which were indictable under the 
State statute, might, of course, be joined as counts in the same bill, or 
be made separate indictments, as the solicitor might elect. 





STATH v. W. W. CAMPBELL. 
(Filed 20 December, 1922.) 


1. Homicide—Defense—Insanity—Appeal and Error. 

Upon this trial for homicide: Held, the verdict of the jury finding 
adversely to the defendant’s plea of insanity will not be disturbed, on 
appeal, S. v. Terry, 173 N. C., 761. 

2. Appeal and Error—Assignments of Error—Rules of Court. 


Assignments of error should be incorporated in the case on appeal, to 
be considered. Rule 19 (2), 174 N. C.,, 882. 


Apprat by defendant from Lane, J., at the July Term, 1922, of 
BuNcoMBE. 

Criminal prosecution, charging the defendant with the crime of mur- 
der in the first degree. 

From an adverse verdict and sentence of death, the defendant ap- 
pealed. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
Wright & Craig and G. Spears Reynolds for defendant. 


Sracy, J. In the spring of 1922, the defendant was chief orderly 
and chief of police at the Government Hospital, Oteen, near Asheville, 
N.C. Mrs. Annie Smathers, a young widow, was one of the telephone 
operators at Oteen. There is evidence tending to show that Campbell, 
the defendant, was courting Mrs. Smathers, with a view to marriage. 
On the morning of the homicide, he stated to the witness, T. R. Parker: 
“T want to see her one more time and ask her to marry me. If she 
don’t, she can’t marry any other man.” 

In the afternoon of 6 May, 1922, the deceased, Mrs. Smathers, was 
riding with the defendant in his automobile on the Fairview road, near 
the village of Fairview, in Buncombe County, when she was seen to 
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jump from the moving car and run across the road as if she were trying 
to get away from the defendant. The defendant stopped his car, jumped 
out himself, pursued the deceased, who was running rapidly, for twelve 
or fifteen yards, and then opened fire upon her with ais pistol. When 
she fell, he deliberately stood over her prostrate body and fired two or 
three bullets into her head. Any one of at least three of the shots would 
have been fatal. 

On trial, the defendant set up a plea of insanity; but this was not 
established to the satisfaction of the jury. JS. v. Terry, 173 N. C., 761. 

There are no assignments of error incorporated in the statement of 
case on appeal (174 N. C., 832, Rule 19 (2); but, on account of the 
gravity of the offense, we have examined all of the exceptions with care, 
and find them to be without sufficient merit to warrant a reversal or an 
order for a new trial. 

The record presents no error in law, and we must affirm the judgment. 

No error. 





STATE v. PAUL MEHAFFEY. 
(Filed 20 December, 1922. ) 


Suspended Judgment—Sentence—Criminal Law—Inquiry—Court’s Juris- 
diction. 


APPEAL by defendant from Shaw, J., at the July Term, 1922, of 
Haywoop. 

From a judgment rendered on a prior suspended judgment, the de- 
fendant appealed. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
John M. Queen and Alley & Alley for defendant. 


Stacy, J. The judgment in this case was entered at the July Term, 
1922, before his Honor had had an opportunity to examine our opinion 
in 8. v. Hardin, 183 N. C., 815, rendered only a short t:me prior thereto. 
After the case had been docketed here, the learned judge of the Superior 
Court wrote to the Attorney-General, stating that he had “committed 
an crror, and the judgment ought to be reversed.” Let an order be 
entered in accordance with this suggestion, as the conclusion reached is 
supported by the record. 

Reversed. 
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STATE v. ROY BUCKNER. 
(Filed 20 December, 1922.) 


Criminal Law—Evidence—Identity—N onsuit—Trials. 


Where the prisoner is being tried for violating the criminal law upon 
the question of his identity, as one who participated in the commission 
of the crime charged, but who broke away from the officer, the testimony 
of the officer, on cross-examination, that he could be mistaken, but the 
prisoner looked very much like the one, and that to the best of his knowl- 
edge and belief he was the same as the one upon whose face he had 
flashed the searchlight, is sufficient to sustain a verdict of guilty with the 
other evidences of identity introduced at the trial, unobjected to by the 
prisoner. 


APPEAL by defendant from Shaw, J., at February Term, 1922, of 
BuNCOMBE. 

Criminal prosecution, tried upon an indictment charging the defend- 
ant with receiving, keeping in his possession for sale, and transporting 
spirituous liquors in violation of law. 

From an adverse verdict, and judgment pronounced thereon, the de- 
fendant appealed. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
Reynolds, Reynolds & Howell for defendant. 


Sracy, J. The defendant’s first and second exceptions are directed 
to his Honor’s refusal to grant his motion for judgment as of nonsuit, 
made first at the close of the State’s evidence, and again at the close of 
all the evidence. 

J. F. Phipps, a witness for the State, testified that on the night of 
13 January, 1922, he and a fellow-officer arrested two men, one named 
Melton and the other Sneed, in a box car at Hot Springs, N. C., and 
that a third person, who looked like the defendant, “broke loose from 
us and was not arrested at that time.” The three men had approxi- 
mately 10 gallons of liquor in their possession, divided into three cans, 
and the two were arrested between 12:30 and 1 o’clock in the morning. 
Melton was too drunk to run. On cross-examination, the witness stated 
that he could be mistaken as to the identity of the defendant, but that 
he looked very much like the boy, and that to the best of his knowledge 
and belief Roy Buckner was the one “he had hold of and flashed a light 
in his face.” There was other positive evidence of identification, of a 
hearsay nature, it is true, but admitted without objection. This was 
sufficient to carry the case to the jury. 

The other exceptions are only formal. 

No error. 
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STATE vy. F. R. SPRINGS. 
(Filed 20 December, 1922.) 


1. Intoxicating Liquor—Spirituous Liquor—-Criminal Law—Evidence— 
Hearsay Evidence—Statutes. 


Hearsay evidence, with certain recognized exceptions, is not admissible 
in the trial of issues determinative of substantial rights, unless coming 
within certain recognized exceptions or expressly made so by statute, and 
particularly is this rule applicable in criminal cases, where the life or 
liberty of the individual is put in jeopardy, such testimony being essen- 
tially liable to abuse, and not being the direct testimony of the witness 
himself upon oath, subject to cross-examination, but the alleged declara- 
tions of one who is absent and not subject to these requirements of the 
law. S. v. McNeill, 182 N. C., 858, cited and overruled. 

2. Same. 


Upon the criminal trial for having in possession spirituous liquor for 
the purposes of sale, C. 8., 38879, and for unlawfully receiving more than 
one quart within fifteen consecutive days, C. S., 3385, evidence of the 
reputation of the defendant’s place as being bad for selling liquor is un- 
authorized by statute, C. S., 3383, and it is purely hearsay and incompe- 
tent; and testimony of this character, admitted on the trial over the 
defendant’s objection, and submitted in the charge as ar. independent cir- 
cumstance to show guilt, under defendant’s exception, eccnstitutes reversi- 
ble error. S. v. Mills, ante, 694. 


CLARK, C. J., dissenting. 


AppraL by defendant from Long, J., at September Term, 1922, of 
Union. 

Criminal action, tried on appeal from the recorder’s court. 

The warrants on which defendant was tried, as finally amended, 
charged an unlawful keeping of spirituous liquors for purposes of sale, 
C.S., art. 4, sec. 3379, and unlawfully receiving more than one quart 
within fifteen consecutive days from persons other than common ecar- 
riers, C. S., art. 5, sec. 3385. There were facts in evidence tending 
to show that in May, 1921, defendant had rented and ozcupied a place 
of business in Monroe, N. C., as undertaker, the house having a front 
room used as an office and a rear room with a partition made by coffin 
boxes, and in this rear room there were two beds on opposite sides and 
with a trunk near each, one of the beds being used by defendant when in 
Monroe and the other used at time place was raided, in Jfebruary, 1922, 
by one Walter Moseley, a lodger, occupying as such by agreement with 
Springs. That defendant had another place of business of the same kind 
in Lancaster, 8. C., where he spent about one-half of his time. That 
defendant occupied place in Monroe from May, 1921, to October, 1921, 
alone, and during that time no complaint was made of place. That in 
October, Walter Moseley having become dissatisfied with lis living place, 
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applied to Springs to have a bed and sleeping room in defendant’s place 
in Monroe, and after that time some complaints were made of disorders 
at this place. That these complaints were made known to Springs 
when he had come to Monroe from Lancaster, and he said he would see 
that it was stopped. That in February, 1922, the officers, with a war- 
rant, searched Springs’ place and found in the rear several empty tin 
cans along one of the walls, which showed odor of whiskey, and in 
Moseley’s trunk at the foot of his bed, on being opened by the officers, 
there were found eight bottles of whiskey from one-half pint to a quart 
in size. That Springs made no resistance to the search, but assisted 
therein, and on finding the whiskey in Moseley’s trunk, Springs said 
that Moseley must have brought it there. | 

There was evidence further that when both defendant and Moseley 
were under arrest, Moseley said to Springs: “You needn’t deny it. We 
were both in it fifty-fifty.” Which statement Springs denied, Springs 
himself testifying to this said he didn’t hear Moseley make this statement, 
but understood the sheriff, Fowler, to make it, and that he immediately 
denied it. 

There were several witnesses who testified to the good character of 
defendant both in Monroe and Lancaster, several business men, includ- 
ing an alderman of the city, testifying that living near and passing 
Springs’ place of business several times a day, they had not noted any 
disorder, and others that no complaint was made of the place till after 
Moseley went to stay with him. Over defendant’s objection the State 
was allowed to prove by several witnesses, and same was received as 
substantive evidence, that Spring’s place had a bad reputation for 
whiskey selling. A witness, by the name of H. S. Christmas, testified 
that he had a store opposite the Springs place of business, that Springs 
spends the greater part of his time in South Carolina, his character was 
good, and that he had never seen any evidence that whiskey was being 
handled at Springs’ place when he was there. 

There was verdict of guilty, judgment, defendant excepted and ap- 
pealed, assigning for error his exceptions duly noted: 

1. To the reception of evidence that the reputation of Springs’ place 
was bad for selling liquor. 

2. That his Honor, in the charge, submitted this as substantive evi- 
dence of defendant’s guilt. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
Vann & Milliken for defendant. 


Hoxer, J. With certain recognized exceptions, applicable chiefly in 
civil causes, and unless expressly made so by statute, hearsay evidence is 
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not competent in the trial of issues determinative of substantive rights, 
a position particularly insistent where such issues involve the life or 
liberties of the litigant. King v. Bynum, 1387 N. C., 491; Hopt v. The 
People of Utah, 110 U. S., 574; Mima Queen v. Hepburn, 11 U.S. (7th 
Cranch), 290; 1st Elliott on Evidence, sees. 315-319; 1 Greenleaf (16 
ed.), sec. 99 a; Lockhart on Evidence, sec. 188; Wharton’s Criminal 
Evidence (9 ed.), sec. 225. 

In testimony of this character, so essentially liable to abuse, the 
witness is giving, not his own evidence under oath, but what he has 
heard some other person say, and among many other reasons, the evi- 
dence is objectionable because the declarant, who is the real witness, has 
not spoken under the sanction of an oath, and the party affected has not 
been afforded the opportunity to cross-examine the witness. Speaking 
to some of the principle objections to such evidence, Professor Greenleaf, 
supra, says: 

“Subject to these qualifications and seeming exceptions (to be later 
examined), the general rule of law rejects all hearsay reports of trans. 
actions, whether verbal or written, given by persons not produced as 
witnesses. The principle of this rule is that such evidence requires 
credit to be given to a statement made by a person who is not subjected 
to the ordinary tests enjoined by the law for ascertaining the correctness 
and completeness of his testimony; namely, that oral testimony should 
be delivered in the presence of the court or a magistrate, under the 
moral and legal sanctions of an oath, and where the moral and intel- 
lectual character, the motives and deportment of the witness can be 
examined, and his capacity and opportunities for observation, and his 
memory, can be tested by a cross-examination. Such evidence, more- 
over, as to oral declarations, is very liable to be fallacious, and its true 
value is, therefore, greatly lessened by the probability that the declara- 
tion was imperfectly heard, or was misunderstood, or is not accurately 
remembered, or has been perverted. It is also to be observed that the 
persons communicating such evidence are not exposed to te danger of a 
prosecution for perjury, in which something more than the testimony of 
one witness is necessary in order to a conviction; for where the declara- 
tion or statement is sworn to have been made when no third person was 
present, or by a person who is since dead, it 1s hardly possible to punish 
the witness even if his testimony is an entire fabrication.” 

And in Mima Queen v. Hepburn, supra, Chief Jusiice Marshall, 
speaking to the subject, said: “It was very justly observed by a great 
judge that ‘all questions upon the rules of evidence are of vast impor- 
tance to all orders and degrees of men, our lives, our liberty, and our 
property are all concerned in the support of these rules, which have been 
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matured by the wisdom of ages and are now revered from their an- 
tiquity and the good sense in which they are founded.’ ” 

“One of these rules is that ‘hearsay’ evidence is in its own nature 
inadmissible. That this species of testimony supposes some better testi- 
mony, which might be adduced in the particular case, is not the sole 
ground of its exclusion. Its intrinsic weakness, its incompetency to 
satisfy the mind of the existence of the fact, and the frauds which might 
be practiced under its cover, combine to support the rule that hearsay 
evidence is totally inadmissible. 

“To this rule there are some exceptions which are said to be as old 
as the rule itself. These are cases of pedigree, of prescription, of cus- 
tom, and, in some cases, of boundary. There are also matters of general 
and public history which may be received without that full proof which 
is necessary for the establishment of a private fact.” 

The principle referred to and commended by these authorities apples 
to prosecutions for offenses against the prohibition laws, and in cases 
like the present, is held to exclude evidence of general reputation of the 
place where the specific offense is alleged to have been committed, unless, 
as stated, it has been made competent by some valid statute on the 
subject. Cobleigh v. McBride et al., 45 Iowa, 116; 4th Elliott on 
Evidence, sec. 8170; 23 Cyc., p. 251. 

In this last citation it is said: “The character of the place kept by 
defendant may be shown by circumstantial evidence tending to show the 
purpose for which it was used or the kind of business carried on there, 
but evidence of the reputation of the place, or what people say as to its 
character or uses, should not be admitted, except where a statute makes 
such reputation a pertinent fact in the prosecution, or declares it to be 
competent evidence.” And there is, too, direct decision with us that 
where evidence of the kind in question is incompetent because of being 
hearsay, the infirmity is not removed by terming it or offering it in 
corroboration. Holt v. Johnson, 129 N. C., 188. 

In the recent case of S. v. McNeill, 182 N. C., 853 and 860, the Court 
was not properly advertent to the well established and wholesome prin- 
ciple in the laws of evidence excluding hearsay in the trial of causes 
of this character, and the case in that respect and for that reason must 
be considered as disapproved. 

The case of S. ». Price, 175 N. C., 804 and 806, to which we were also 
cited, in no way militates against our present ruling, for the charge 
there was for vagrancy in keeping a bawdy house, and in reference to 
which our statute, C. S., 4847, expressly makes the general reputation of 
the house admissible and competent. The only statute claimed to have 
any possible bearing on the question, C. 8., 3383, authorizing a convic- 
tion on “circumstantial as well as direct evidence,” seems to refer exclu- 
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sively to prosecutions under C. S., 3378, which prohibits engaging in 
the business of selling, etc., or otherwise handling spiri-uous liquors for 
the purpose of gain, while defendant in the present case is indicted 
under sections 3379 and 3385, which constitute distinct and separate 
offenses, and if this section 3383 could be given a broader significance, 
we are of opinion that its purpose and effect is mere.y to relieve the 
prosecution of the necessity of offering direct evidence of any specific 
sale, and did not and was not intended to make any change in the kind 
and character of the circumstances as heretofore considered pertinent in 
the issue. A proper illustration of the true meaning of the section 
appears in S. v. Ingram, 180 N. C., 672, where the State was allowed 
to prove that drinking crowds were in the habit of frequenting defend- 
ant’s place of business. And to the same effect was the question—an- 
swer admitted in 8S. 7. JJostella, 159 N. C., 459, to wit: “The character 
of the people that usually frequented defendant’s pool room.” Question 
asked and admitted to show drunkenness about the premises. These 
were both objective facts given in by sworn witnesses, clearly relevant as 
tending to show the offense charged, and could in no sense be considered 
as hearsay. 

We have had occasion before during the present term, in S. v. Mills 
ante, 694, to advert to the great importance of adhering to rules and 
precedents established and recognized as necessary to irsure a fair and 
impartial trial of men accused of crime both in the reception of evidence 
and otherwise, and we must hold that in permitting over defendaut’s 
objection three or four witnesses to testify that the reputation of de- 
fendant’s place was bad for selling hquor, and in submitting same in 
the charge as an independent circumstance tending to show guilt, de- 
fendant has, in effect, been erroneously convicted by means of hearsay 
evidence, and is entitled to a new trial of the issue. 

New trial. 


Crark, C. J., dissenting: The defendant ran an undertaking estab- 
lishment in Monroe. There was, besides the storeroom, a room in the 
rear where the defendant slept. J. W. Spoon, chief of police, upon 
sworn information that the defendant’s bedroom was a place of drinking 
and carousing at night, procured a search warrant on 4 February, 1922, 
and in company with two assistants searched defendant’s room. The 
defendant showed surprise when the officer told him his business but 
told him to go ahead. The defendant jointly with a man named Walter 
Moseley occupied a large unceiled room at the back of the shop as a 
bedroom. In this room the officer found ten one-gallon <in cans setting 
around the wall. These cans smelled of whiskey. The defendant told 
the officer that Walter Moseley must have brought them in. At the 
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head of Springs’ bed in this room was a trunk, which Springs admitted 
was his. This the officers searched and found nothing; but there was 
another trunk at the foot of the other bed in this room which Springs 
said was Moseley’s. Springs told the officer that there was nothing in 
it, but the officer took the trunk into his confidence, shook it, and heard 
something rattle in it. He procured a key, unlocked this trunk, and 
found eight bottles of whiskey, from one-half pint to a quart in size. 
This whiskey was in court, and was identified by witnesses. This 
officer further testified that Walter Moseley had been staying with 
Springs, but he did not know how long; that the reputation of the place 
got worse after Moseley went there. The defendant told the officer that 
he went to Lancaster occasionally, but the officer was not able to say 
how much of his time the defendant spends in Lancaster. 

The defendant, in his defense, alleged that Moseley put the whiskey 
there, or had it there, and he himself knew nothing about it. The de- 
fendant’s exceptions are that the judge permitted testimony as to the 
reputation of Springs’ place. The judge expressly confined the answer 
of the various witnesses to the general reputation of the premises, and 
not of the defendant himself. Each of the five witnesses swore that the 
reputation of the place was bad. 

In 8. v. McNeill, 182 N. C., 855, the Court held that in a case where 
jugs and bottles of whiskey were found at the defendant’s house, and 
the defense was the not unusual one that some one else had taken them 
there in his absence without his knowledge, the general reputation of the 
defendant’s place for unlawfully selling whiskey may be shown as a 
circumstance in corroboration of other evidence tending to show guilt. 
The word “place” was improperly omitted in the headnote. In that 
case it was said: “The illicit sale of liquor being done usually clandes- 
tinely, secretly, and by resort to many evasions and ingenious devices, 
the law-making power found it necessary to enact C. S., 3383, referring 
to above section 3378 (which made it unlawful to handle hquor for 
gain), as follows: ‘3383. Indictment and proof. In indictments for 
violating the first section of this article (C. S., 3378) it shall not be 
necessary to allege a sale to a particular person, and the violation of law 
may be proved by circumstantial evidence as well as by direct evidence.’ 
The evidence introduced. by the defendant was an attempt to prove that 
the liquor found at the place was not the property, or under the control 
of the defendant. The evidence of the general reputation that it was 
a notorious place used by him for the purpose was properly admitted 
as a circumstance tending to corroborate the inference to be drawn from 
the testimony of the officer that the defendant is responsible.” This 
was a circumstance, and if the statute, C. S., 3383, which provides that 
the violation of law may be proved by circumstantial evidence as well 
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as by direct evidence was not intended to cure technical objections which 
are notoriously used by defendants in a matter of this kind, for what 
purpose could the statute have been enacted ? 

The fact that ten one-gallon tin cans smelling of whiskey were found 
in defendant’s bedroom, and his untrue statement that the trunk, which 
the defendant alleged belonged to his room-mate, contained nothing, but 
on examination the officer found that it had therein eight bottles of 
whiskey, from a pint to a quart in size, was certainly evidence suff- 
client to go to the jury, and when the defendant alleged in defense that 
he knew nothing of the whiskey being on the premises, it was certainly 
curcumstantial evidence, in the purview of the statute enacted to secure 
the enforcement of this statute, to show the reputation of defendant’s 
bedroom as a place of drinking and carousal. How could he have been 
ignorant, as he said, of the whiskey being there if the jury believed the 
evidence of five witnesses to this effect. It was a “circumstance” which 
the statute gave them the right to consider. It was not a conclusive 
circumstance, but certainly it was evidence which under this statute was 
properly submitted to the jury. 

The opinion of the Court insists that this recent decision in S. v. 
McNeill, supra, should be overruled, but for reason? It is a most 
potent circumstance where such defense is set up of cne in whose room 
is found whiskey and empty whiskey cans setting around the walls, and 
the defendant insists that he was ignorant of their beirg on the premises. 

In S. v. Ingram, 180 N. C., 672, another recent case, the Court 
“allowed the State to offer for the consideration of the jury that people 
frequenting the defendant’s place of business were drinking.” In that 
case the Court said that the testimony was competen: in corroboration 
of the direct evidence tending to show the sale of whiskey. 

In 8. v. Mostella, 159 N. C., 459, Hoke, J., the witness was asked: 
“State the character of the people that usually frequented this pool 
room.” This was asked to show drunkenness upon the premises, and 
was admitted and affirmed on appeal. 

As said in 8S. v. McNeill, supra, “In the present case the whiskey and 
jugs and other vessels found on the premises were in proof in corrobora- 
tion of the testimony of the deputy sheriff, and to rebut the defense set 
up by the defendant’s witnesses that the defendant was absent on that 
day.” In this case the defendant was present, was an occupant of the 
room, the ten empty whiskey cans setting around the room, and the 
eight bottles of whiskey found in the trunk, which the defendant untruly 
told the officer contained nothing, were all evidence tending to show the 
defendant’s guilt, and certainly was circumstantial evidence to show 
that the house, as set out in the search warrant, had a bad reputation 
for this crime of dealing in whiskey. 
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In 8. v. Price, 185 N. C., 807, Walker, J., in a very learned opinion 
with full citation of authorities, showed that the reputation of a house 
is competent on indictments for keeping a house of ill fame independent 
of our statute to that effect, saying: “It is only a circumstance which 
the jury are permitted to consider in passing upon the defendant’s 
guilt.” That case was cited with approval in 8. v. McNeill, 182 N. C.,, 
859, and the Court says: “The same principle seems to be universally 
recognized. In 16 Cyc., 1209, it is said ‘reputation is relevant when it 
arises in a community acquainted with the facts upon subjects in which 
the general community is interested, and concerning which it has no 
motive to misrepresent. Where these conditions are fulfilled, reputation 
may be more probative than a mere sworn statement. The fact that the 
statements on a matter of general interest have been so uniform, reiter- 
ated, and dominant against all counter statements as to create a general 
reputation throughout the community may give rise to an inference, 
enumerating as “among them” a long list of subjects concerning which 
reputation has been held admissible.’ “The scope of subjects as to which 
reputation has been held admissible will certainly embrace the general 
reputation that a place was known generally as one at which liquor was 
habitually sold upon the circumstances of this case” 16 Cye., 1209, 
1210, quotes in the notes authority that ‘general reputation is not a form 
of hearsay, but it is a relevant circumstance in many cases.’ On p. 1211 
it is pointed out that ‘The elements of relevancy and necessity are pre- 
requisites to the admissibility of reputation as evidence, and henee spe- 
cific acts of limited general interest cannot be established in that way.’ ” 

In McKelway on Evidence (2 ed.), sec. 126, it is stated that while 
reputation for a particular act 1s not general reputation, and such 
evidence not admissible on the question of the truth of the charge, gen- 
eral reputation would be legitimate to establish any matters of public 
interest or notoriety. 

S. v. McNeill, supra, is a recent case, and there is no reason shown 
why it should be overruled. It is certainly in accord with the general 
law as quoted above from 16 Cyc., 1209, 1210, 1211, and the authorities 
quoted therein, and from McKelway on Evidence, supra; and is based, 
moreover, upon C. S., 3883, which was enacted to make more efficient 
the execution of the law against this crime. In that case it was said: 
“On the disputed question at issue upon the evidence, as above stated, 
the general reputation of the defendant’s house as a place notorious for 
the illicit sale of whiskey was a ‘circumstance’ which, under C. S., 3383, 
the jury were entitled to consider in corroboration of the State’s 
evidence.” 

The defendant, in his brief, relies on his exception to this evidence 
upon the ground that the judge did not restrict it to the matter in cor- 
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roboration, but the record does not show that the exception was placed 
upon that ground when made, but was a general exception to the testi- 
mony, which cannot be sustained in view of the numerous cases in our 
Court, a few of which have been cited above, which hold that it was 
competent at least as corroborative. 

Rule 27 of this Court, 174 N. C., 835, was adopted to cure this very 
practice of excepting to evidence generally, and then on appeal putting 
it upon the ground that if the evidence was admissiole it was as cor- 
roborative evidence only, and the jury should have been instructed to 
consider it only as such. To correct that, the Court, in the above 
Rule 27, prescribed: “Nor will it be ground of exception that evidence 
competent for some purposes, but not for all, is aclmitted generally, 
unless the appellant asks, at the time of admission, that its purpose shall 
be restricted.” The record does not show, and it is not even suggested, 
that at the time it was admitted the court was asked to restrict it to be 
in corroboration, nor was there any prayer to so instruct the jury. This 
rule was a wise one, made by the Court within its constitutional power, 
and it has been frequently recited since as authority. It was adopted 
by the Court in 1904, and has been repeatedly cited by the Court, and 
is included in every revision of the rules down to the present. 

The authorities above quoted would seem to establish that in our own 
Court and by general law the reputation of the defendant’s place was 
competent at least as corroborative evidence, independent of our statute, 
C. S., 3383, which makes circumstantial evidence competent in such 
cases. 

It does not appear in the record, nor even in defendant’s exceptions, 
that the court admitted this as substantive evidence, or so charged the 
jury. There is no presumption that he did. The presumption is that 
there was no error, unless it 1s assigned and appears in the record. 

In Westfelt v. Adams, 1385 N. C., 600, the Court adverted to this 
Rule 27, stating that the amendment making evidence competent for 
any purpose not ground for exception for being admitted generally, 
“unless the appellant asks, at the time of admission, that its purpose 
should be restricted,” had been adopted 16 March, 1904, and applied the 
rule, in a case which had been tried in the court below at the previous 
September Term, 1903. This rule was quoted and sustained in Hill 
v. Bean, 150 N. C., 487, and has been approved as authority since in 
many cases, among them Tse v. Thomasville, 151 N. C., 282; and 
among the later cases, S. v. McGlammery, 1738 N. C., 750; Beck v. 
Tanning Co., 179 N. C., 127. 

We see no reason why the general law as to the admission of testimony 
of the general character of a place in matters of this kind, and others, is 
not competent as corroborative evidence, calculated to throw light upon 
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the truth of the charge and proper for the jury to consider in coming to 
their conclusion; nor is there any force in the objection that the judge 
did not restrict the evidence to be considered as corroborative only when 
he was not asked to do so, as required by Rule 27, which has been affirmed 
so often. 

This crime is an exceedingly profitable one to those who commit it, 
and counsel necessarily resort to every technicality, for, as a rule, the 
evidence either is sufficient to satisfy the jury or insufficient, and in the 
former case the only possible resort on appeal from a conviction is to 
some technicality. This crime was of sufficient importance for the 
people of this State on a referendum to forbid the handling of intoxicat- 
ing liquors many years ago, and to cause the people of the whole Union 
by a more than two-thirds vote of both houses of Congress to enact a 
constitutional provision, which was ratified promptly by legislatures in 
all the states but two. The statute of this State has considered the 
efficient execution of this law of sufficient importance to provide that 
circumstantial evidence shall be competent, and that the defendant, con- 
victed on a second offense, shall be guilty of a felony and subject to 
sentence in the State Prison. C.S., 3409. 

The jury, upon this evidence, did not believe the defendant’s state- 
ment that some one else brought the liquor into his room and used it 
illegally, all without the defendant’s knowledge. There were but two 
rooms in the building, the store and the room occupied by the defend- 
ant and another party, who for some reason was not even put on trial. 
Indeed, he was not present when the officers, with the search warrant, 
entered the defendant’s bedroom and found the defendant there alone, in 
company with the empty whiskey cans and a trunk full of whiskey. 

The sheriff and others testified that Moseley stated to defendant that 
they were “fifty-fifty in the matter,” and that the defendant did not 
deny it. The defendant said this statement was made to him by the 
sheriff and that he did deny it. 

Upon the testimony this was a matter for the jury, and they have said 
that, beyond all reasonable doubt on the part of any one of the jury, the 
defendant was guilty. 

The defense resembles very much the not unusual case of a defendant, 
who when found in possession of a stolen hog, says that he bought it 
from a “tall colored man, whom he did not know, along the road.” In 
such cases, as in this, whether he did or not is a matter for the jury. 
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STATE y. JOHN A. BUSH. 
(Filed 20 December, 1922.) 


1. Homicide—Murder—Premeditation—lInstructions— Prejudice—Appeal 


and Error. 


Where, upon the trial of a homicide, there is evidenc> tending to convict 
the prisoner of murder in the first degree and of the less degrees of the- 
crime, and that also would sustain his plea of self-defense, an instruction 
that if the prisoner, at the time, had a spite, or fancied wrong, against 
the deceased, it would constitute murder in the first degree, is reversible: 
error in leaving out an essential principle of law, that though the prisoner 
may have had such spite or fancied wrong, premedita‘ion or deliberation 
was yet necessary to constitute murder in the first degvee. 


2. Homicide— Murder—Self-defense—Justification—Instructions—Preju- 


dice—Questions for Jury—Trials—Appeal and Error. 


A person is justified in killing another when the act is committed under 
circumstances that would justify a man of ordinary firmness in reason- 
ably believing that it was necessary to save his own life, or to save him- 
self from serious bodily harm, this being for the jury to determine from 
the evidence and the facts and circumstances as they appeared to him at 
the time, and an instruction that requires the defendant to show an 
actual necessity for the killing is reversible error. 


3. Same—-Manslaughter—Conflicting Instructions—New Trial. 


Where, upon the trial for a homicide, the judge has deprived the 
prisoner of a charge upon an essential principle in the definition of man- 
slaughter by his erroneous instruction as to the principle that would 
constitute murder, and the prisoner has been convicted of murder, the 
error will not be held as cured by a correct charge upon the same prin- 
ciple appearing elsewhere in his charge, the assumption on appeal being 
that the jury was influenced by the erroneous charge, and a new trial 
will be ordered. 


4. Homicide — Manslaughter — Instructions — Prejudice — Appeal and 


Error. 


Where, upon a trial for a homicide, the trial judge has omitted to 
charge upon the defense of manslaughter separately, where there was 
evidence of it, and has incorrectly charged the jury upon the degrees of 
murder, as to what constituted manslaughter, of which there was evi- 
dence, it constitutes reversible error. 


AppraL by defendant from Ray, J., at August Term, 1922, of 
CALDWELL. 

The defendant was convicted of murder in the first degree. 

The defendant John A. Bush shot the deceased, Will Cline, on the 
afternoon of 21 August, 1922, and Cline died at 6:30 the evening of 
92 August. The State’s evidence tended to show both motive and 
threats. The motive was a disagreement about the discharge of water 
from deceased’s land upon that of the defendant in such way as to 


N.C] FALL TERM, 1922. 779 





STATE v. BusH. 


damage the land. There was also some trouble about the deceased . 
encroaching upon the lands of the defendant. 

The defendant denied this testimony of the State, and claimed that 
he had shot Cline (the deceased) as he, Cline, was advancing upon him 
with a large rock, and that he told him yot to advance upon him with 
it; that he would shoot if he did, and that he shot in self-defense, in 
protection of his life, or to prevent serious bodily harm from being 
done him by the deceased. 

There are many serious questions involved in the case, but we deem 
it necessary, in the view we take of it, to consider only two or three of 
them. There was evidence of murder in the first degree, murder in the 
second degree, and manslaughter, and there was also evidence that the 
prisoner killed the deceased in self-defense. The jury returned as their 
verdict “that the said John A. Bush is guilty of the felony and murder 
in the manner and form as charged in the bill of indictment,” not other- 
wise finding the degree of murder. 

First. The judge charged the jury as follows: “The State contends 
all the way through that you should convict him of murder in the first 
degree; that he had a real or fancied grievance against the deceased; 
that he prepared the weapon, brought it there with a view to kill him, 
and that he did that from spite and venom by reason of the deceased 
filling up the ditches and turning water on him. And it is the law, 
gentlemen, if you find he did that out of spite or revenge, either for a 
real or fancied wrong, he would be guilty of murder in the first degree, 
for if one has his rights invaded the law will afford him a peaceable 
remedy, but if it does not, then he must bear his lot with patience, for 
any killing done where one undertakes to redress his own grievance is 
murder per se, if it is done upon that ground.” ‘To this instruction of 
the court to the jury the prisoner duly excepted. 

Second. The judge further charged the jury: “If you find that the 
deceased came to his death at the hands of the defendant, and that the 
defendant shot him under the contentions made by the State, but he did 
not premeditate over it, did not deliberate over it, but that he killed 
him with a deadly weapon, and if he has failed to satisfy you—not by 
the greater weight of the evidence or beyond a reasonable doubt—but 
failed to satisfy you that it was necessary for him to kill the deceased 
in order to save his life or protect himself against great bodily harm, 
then it would be your duty to return a verdict of guilty of murder’ in 
the second degree, unless he has raised in your minds a reasonable doubt 
about it.” And to this instruction of the court to the jury, the prisoner 
duly excepted. 

Judgment upon the verdict, and the prisoner appealed. 
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Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 

Mark Squires, W. C. Newland, J. H. Burke, and W. F. Scholl for 
defendant. 


Waker, J., after stating the case: We are of the opinion that both 
instructions were defective, and that the error in them was material and 
prejudicial. 

The first of the above instructions was erroneous, because it entirely 
omitted any reference to the element of premeditation and deliberation, 
and this was done twice in the instruction, for one may kill another 
“because of spite, or because of a real or a fancied wrong,” without 
having premeditated or deliberated about it, or having formed any 
definite purpose or intent to kill his enemy, and yet the instruction 
would warrant a conviction of murder in the first degree, even though 
the jury should find only that the prisoner had slain the deceased 
because of spite or a supposed wrong, but without premeditation or 
deliberation, and even though, in fact, there was no premeditation or 
dehberation, or they believed or had found that there was none. The 
fact that the prisoner killed from spite, or even revenge, does not con- 
clusively establish that he did so after premeditation and deliberation, 
which is to be found by the jury as a fact, before they can convict of the 
capital felony, and mere malice is not sufficient. S. v. a-cha-na-tah, 64 
N.C., 614; S. v. Pollard, 168 N. C., 116. 

But the second of the instructions is subject to two valid objections. 
The first is, that it requires the prisoner to satisfy the jury “that it was 
necessary for him to kill the deceased in order to save his own life, or 
to protect himself against great bodily harm.” Whereas, it was not 
essential that the prisoner should have satisfied the jury of the actual 
necessity for killing the deceased before his plea of self-defense can 
avail him. If the prisoner had a reasonable apprehension, based upon 
the facts and circumstances, as they appeared to him at the time he 
committed the homicide, that he would be killed or suffer great bodily 
harm, unless he took the life of the deceased, he could stand upon his 
right of self-defense, provided he was not in such fault himself as would 
deprive him of the principle, and this was for the jury to determine 
under proper instructions from the court, there being evidence that he 
was not in such default. S.v. Barrett, 182 N. C., 1005; S. v. Scott, 26 
N. C., 409; 8S. v. Nash, 88 N. C., 618; Comrs. v. Selfridge, Herrigan & 
Thompson’s Cases on Self-defense, p. 1. We said in S. v. Barrett, 
supra, at p. 1007: “In some of the early cases expressions may be 
found which would seem to indicate that a case of self-defense is not 
made out wnless the defendant can satisfy the jury that he killed the 
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deceased from necessity, but we think the most humane doctrine, and 
the one which commends itself to us as being more in accordance with 
the enlightened principles of the law, is to be found in the more recent 
decisions of this Court. It is better to hold, as we believe, that the 
defendant’s conduct must be judged by the facts and circumstances as 
they appeared to him at the time he committed the act, and it should be 
ascertained by the jury, under the evidence and proper instructions of 
the court, whether he had a reasonable apprehension that he was about 
to lose his life or to receive enormous bodily harm. The reasonableness 
of his apprehension must always be for the jury, and not the defendant, 
to pass upon, but the jury must form their conclusion from the facts 
and circumstances as they appeared to the defendant at the time he 
committed the alleged criminal act. If his adversary does anything 
which is calculated to excite in his mind, while in the exercise of ordi- 
nary firmness, a reasonable apprehension that he is about to assail him 
and to take his life or to inflict great bodily harm, it would seem that 
the law should permit him to act in obedience to the natural impulse 
of self-preservation and to defend himself against what he supposes to 
be a threatened attack, even.though it may turn out afterwards that he 
was mistaken, provided always, as we have said, the jury find that his 
apprehension was a reasonable one, and that he acted with ordinary 
firmness. We think the foregoing principle has been clearly stated and 
adopted by this Court in several cases.” In S. v, Scott, 26 N. C., 409; 
42 Am. Dec., 148, this Court says: “‘In consultation it seemed to us at 
one time that the case might have been left to the jury favorably to the 
prisoner on the principle of Levet’s case, Cro. Car., 5388 (1 Hale, 474), 
which is, if the prisoner had reasonable grounds for believing that the 
deceased intended to kill him, and under that belief slew him, it would 
be excusable, or, at most, manslaughter, though in truth the deceased 
had no such design at the time.” And in S. v. Nash, 88 N. C., 618, the 
Court cites and approves the passage just quoted from S. v. Scott, supra, 
and then makes the following extract from Com. v. Selfridge, supra: 
“A, in the peaceful pursuit of his affairs, sees B. walking towards him 
with an outstretched arm and a pistol in his hand, and using violent 
menaces against his life as he advances. Having approached near 
enough in the same attitude, A., who has a club in his hand, strikes B. 
over the head before or at the instant the pistol is fired, and of the wound 
B. dies. It turned out, in fact, that the pistol was loaded with powder 
only, and that the real design of B. was only to terrify A.” The judge 
inquired, “Will any reasonable man say that A. is more criminal than 
he would have been if there had been a ball in the pistol?” 2 Whar. 
Cr. Law, sec. 1026 (g), and note; Wharton Law of Homicide, 215 et seg. 
In S. v. Nash, 88 N. C., 618, the Court further says: “But it may be 
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objected that the defendant acted too rashly; before he resorted to the 
use of his gun, he should have taken the precaution to ascertain the fact 
whether his child had been actually shot. But that doctrine is incon- 
sistent with the principles we have announced. If the defendant had 
reason to believe, and did believe, in the danger, he had the right to act 
as though the danger actually existed and was imminent. Taking, then, 
the fact to be that the trespassers had fired into defendant’s house and 
shot his child, and the firing continued, there was no time for delay. 
The case required prompt action. The next shot might strike himself 
or some other member of his family. Under these circumstances the 
law would justify the defendant in firing upon his assailants in defense 
of himself and his family. But, as we have said, the grounds of belief 
must be reasonable. The defendant must judge at the time of the 
ground of his apprehension, and he must judge at his peril; for it is the 
province of the jury on the trial to determine the reasonable ground 
of his belief. And here the error is in the court’s refusing to receive 
the proposed evidence and submitting that question to the consideration 
of the jury.” 

In S. v. Matthews, 78 N. C., 534, this Court quotes with approval 
Foster’s Crown Law, as follows: “It is stated in all of the authorities, 
and cannot be doubted, that if a man who is assailed believes, and has 
reason to believe, that although his assailant may not intend to take his 
life, yet he does intend and is about to do him some enormous bodily 
harm, such as maim, for example, and under this reasonable belief he 
kills his assailant, it is homicide se defendo, and excusable. It will 
suffice if the assault is felonious.” 

It is further said in Barrett’s case, 182 N. C., at p. 1010: “The 
prisoner requested the court to charge the jury in accordance with this 
reasonable principle, and the court had given the spesial instructions, 
but in the general charge it changed the same materially by omitting 
therefrom the most important portion, and requiring the prisoner to 
satisfy the jury that there was, at the time he fired the pistol, an actual 
necessity for killing the deceased. The jury, therefore, was left in 
doubt and uncertainty as to what was the true rule of law by which 
they should be guided in passing upon the prisoner’s plea of self-defense, 
and the last instruction, which we may assume made the greater im- 
pression upon the jury, called for more proof from the prisoner than 
the law required of him. He was, therefore, placed at a disadvantage, 
and consequently embarrassed and prejudiced in his defense. There 
is a marked difference between an actual necessity for killing and that 
reasonable apprehension of losing life or receiving great bodily harm, 
which the law requires of the prisoner in order to excuse the killing of 
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his adversary, and it was just this difference that may have caused the 
jury to decide against the prisoner upon this most important issue in 
the case.” 

If there was an instruction given corresponding with this principle, 
which has often been approved by this Court, the instruction now being 
considered was certainly at variance with it, and in such a case the law 
is well established and well defined that when there are conflicting 
instructions upon a material point, a new trial must be granted, as the 
jury are not-supposed to be able to determine when the judge states the 
law correctly or when incorrectly. We must assume, in passing upon 
the motion for a new trial, that the jury was influenced in coming to a 
verdict by that portion of the charge which was erroneous. S. v. 
Barrett, supra; Edwards v. R. R., 182 N. C., 99; Wallsams v. Haid, 118 
N. C., 481; Tillett v. R. R., 118 N. ©., 663. 

The other objection to the instruction is that, by it, the learned judge 
virtually excluded from the consideration of the jury the question of 
manslaughter, and the evidence relating thereto. It will be clearly seen 
that the judge here submitted only two questions, as to murder in the first 
degree and murder in the second degree, by charging that if the prisoner 
did not premeditate or deliberate over it, and had not satisfied the jury 
that he killed from necessity, they would convict him of murder in the 
second degree, if he used a deadly weapon, thereby excluding from the 
consideration of the jury the element of manslaughter, there being some 
evidence of it. 

There was a question raised as to the form of the verdict, but in the 
view we have taken of the case it is unnecessary to pass upon it, as it 
may not again be presented to us. We therefore forbear any discussion 
of it or the other exceptions. 

There was error in the respects we have indicated, for which there 
must be another trial, and it is so ordered. 

New trial. 





STATE v. GUM BURNETT anv VIRGIL McGWINN. 
(Filed 20 December, 1922.) 


1. Intoxicating Liquor—Spirituous Liquor—Statutes—Local Law—Re- 
pealing Statutes, 

Our general prohibition statutes, prohibiting the manufacture or sale of 
intoxicating liquors, expressly provide that they shall not have the effect 
of repealing local or special statutes upon the subject, but they shall 
continue in full force and in concurrence with the general law, except 
where otherwise provided by law; and where the local law applicable 
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makes the offense a misdemeanor, punishable by imprisonment in the 
county jail or penitentiary not exceeding two years, ete., the person 
convicted thereunder being guilty of a felony, C. S., 4171, the two-year 
statute of limitations is not a bar to the prosecution. C. S., 4512. 


2. Criminal Law—Punishment—State’s Prison—‘Penitentiary.”’ 


The use of the word “penitentiary,” in prescribing the punishment for 
one convicted under a criminal statute, has the same legal significance as 
the words “State’s Prison,” both meaning the place of punishment in 
which convicts sentenced to imprisonment and hard labor are confined 
by the authority of law. 


3. Constitutional Law—Criminal Law—Preparation for Trial—Discretion 
of Court—Courts—Appeal and Error. 


The question as to whether the defendant in a criminal action has 
sufficient time to prepare his defense before trial, and has thereby been 
deprived of his rights under the provisions of Article I, section 17, of our 
State Constitution, is one addressed to the sound discretion of the trial 
judge, which will not be reyiewed on appeal when it is not made to 
appear that this discretionary power has been abused by him. 


4, Appeal and Error—Evidence—Instructions—Presum tions. 

Where the trial judge recites in his charge to the jury the testimony 
of a withess, which does not appear in the record, and no objection has 
been made thereto, it will be presnmed on appeal that the recitation 
of the judge was correct. 


5. Criminal Law—Several Defendants—Admissions. 


Where several defendants are on trial for a criminal offense, the 
admissions of one are properly confined by the court to the one having 
made them, and excluded as to the others. 


6. Intoxicating Liquor—Spirituous Liquor—Evidence—-Admissions—In- 
crimination—Statutes. 

Where a witness on a former trial for violating the prohibition law 
against the manufacture or sale of intoxicating liquor has voluntarily 
testified as to matters which may tend to incriminate him, claiming no 
exemption or immunity when called upon to testify, it is competent for 
witnesses to testify thereto at the second trial, who were present and 
heard the testimony at the former one, the testimony ot coming within 
the terms of C. S., 3406. 


7. Intoxicating Liquor—Spirituous Liquor-——Evidence—-Nonsuit—Motion 
to Dismiss—Appeal and Error. 


Held, the evidence introduced upon this trial for the unlawful manu- 
facture and sale of intoxicating liquors was sufficient tc sustain a verdict 
of conviction, and the defendants’ motion to nonsuit, or that the action 
be dismissed, was properly overruled. 


AppraL by defendants from Bryson, J., at Fall Term, 1922, of Porx. 
The defendants were convicted of manufacturing spirituous liquors. 
The appeal presents a number of unusual questions, but we do not deem 
it necessary to notice but the two or three main contentions of the 
defendants, which will sufficiently cover the case and the points pre- 
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sented by defendants’ counsel in their very able and learned brief, which 
was supplemented by a strong oral argument in this Court. 

At the same term of court, the case of S.v. Andrew Spicer, Sampson 
Spicer, and J. B. Jackson, who also were charged with manufacturing 
liquor, was tried, when the defendant, Gum Burnett, testified that the 
still which the Spicers and Jackson were charged with operating be- 
longed to him, and that he and Virgil McGwinn had run it. The still 
was operated about three-fourths of a mile from J. B. Jackson’s prop- 
erty, in Cooper Gap Township, and this was the same still which was 
cut up by a number of officers, including officer West, who was testifying 
as to what Gum Burnett said. It was cut up on 11 May, 1919. Bur- 
nett stated that they worked that still about three weeks in April, three 
years ago. He did not say what year, but it was the same still that was 
eut'up, and it was before it was cut up. The other defendant, McGwinn, 
also went on the stand and testified to a like effect. Both of these wit- 
nesses were under subpcena to testify in the case, and, of course, were 
under oath, when they testified as above stated. The officers who cut up 
the still in 1919 testified to the fact of its having been cut up, and where 
it was located. This was the material evidence in the case. 

Defendants appealed from the judgment. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
Quinn, Hamrick & Harris and Solomon Gallert for defendants. 


Waker, J. As the indictment against the defendants was returned 
a true bill in open court on Tuesday, 5 September, 1922, it 1s manifest 
that, if the statute of imitations applies to this offense, the prosecution 
was-barred, it having been committed more than two years before the 
bill was found, and so it was urged by the defendants, 

Laws of 1908, ch. 391, was an act entitled “An act to prohibit the 
manufacture and sale of spirituous liquors in Polk County.” The 
manufacture of liquor under this special act was prohibited by section 1 
thereof, and punished as provided in section 5, which declares that a 
violation of the act shall be a misdemeanor and the offender shall be 
imprisoned in the county jail or penitentiary not exceeding two years, or 
fined not exceeding $500, or both, in the discretion of the court. The 
defendants contend, however, that this special act has been modified in 
so far as the manufacture of spirituous liquors is concerned by the pro- 
visions of Public Laws of 1905, ch. 339. But this contention is not 
well founded. Such a public-local law, it seems, has in express terms 
been saved from repeal by all the general prohibition legislation, and 
also by the saving clause in the Consolidated Statutes, as the following 
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statutes will clearly show: “The Watts Law,” Laws of 1903, ch. 238, 
sec. 19; act amending the “Watts Law,” Laws of 1905, ch. 339, sec. 7; 
Revisal of 1905, sec. 5458; C. S., vol. 1, sec. 8411, and vol. 2, sec. 8106. 

So far as the question now before us is concerned, “hose statutes, or 
rather the sections thereof specially cited, are substantially identical 
with C, S., 3411, which reads as follows: “Nothing in this chapter 
shall operate to repeal any of the local or special acts of the General 
Assembly of North Carolina prohibiting the manufacture or sale or 
other disposition of any of the liquors mentioned in this chapter, or any 
laws for the enforcement of the same, but all such acts shall continue 
in full foree and effect and in concurrence herewith, and indictment or 
prosecution may be had either under this chapter or under any special 
or local act relating to the same subject.” 

These statutes evince the manifest purpose of the Legislature to con- 
tinue in full foree and effect all existing local or special statutes relating 
to the manufacture and sale of liquor, except where otherwise provided 
by law. 

It is unnecessary to discuss minutely the several statutes above 
enumerated, as we would be led to the same conclusion with regard to 
the Publie-Local Laws of 1903, ch. 391, relating to the manufacture 
and sale of liquor in Polk County, which is, that it has not been repealed, 
and is and was, as amended, in full force and effect when this bill of 
indictment was returned by the grand jury and when the defendants 
were convicted thereunder. 

As the defendants could have been, and were, indicted for and con- 
vieted of, the felony, the statute of limitations is no bar to this prosecu- 
tion. S. ». Herring, 145 N. C., 418; 8S. vo. Johnson, 170 N. C., 685; 
QO. S., 4512. 

Felony is defined as a crime which is or may be punished by either 
death or imprisonment in the State’s Prison. C.S., 4171. The Polk 
County act provides that upon conviction for manufacturing liquor, the 
convicted person may be imprisoned in the penitentiary. The act, of 
course, uses the term “penitentiary” in accordance with its ordinary 
signification, which is, “State’s Prison.” ‘Penitentiary’ is defined in 
the dictionaries as a prison or place of punishment; the place of punish- 
ment provided for convicts sentenced to imprisonment and hard labor 
by the authority of the law. And in Miller v. State of Kansas, 2 
Kansas, 174, it was said concerning the use of the word “penitentiary” 
in the sentence of a court: “The term ‘penitentiary’ held to be an 
English word in common use, which signifies a prison or place of punish- 
ment, and means the place of punishment in which convicts sentenced to 
imprisonment and hard labor, are confined by the authority of the 
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It follows that the statute of limitations has not barred this prose- 
cution. 

Defendants further contend that they were deprived of and denied 
the rights guaranteed to them under our Constitution, Art. I, sec. 17, 
which reads as follows: ‘No person ought to be taken, imprisoned, or 
disseized of his freehold, lberties, or privileges, or outlawed or exiled, 
or in any manner deprived of his life, liberty, or property, but by the 
law of the land.” The particular complaint is that defendants were 
deprived practically of the benefit of counsel, because the latter did not 
have the time necessary for the preparation of their defense. The 
judge continued the case for at least one day to allow counsel more time, 
but the defendants were not then ready for trial. They have presented 
no such case as would or should induce us to consider this exception with 
any degree of favor. We are satisfied that the fair, impartial, and just 
judge allowed defendants all the time that could possibly be spared, and 
that there was no abuse whatever of his discretion. 6 R. C. L., p. 548 
(4). We said in S. v. Sultan, 142 N. C., 370: “The defendant’s claim, 
that he was entitled as a matter of right to a continuance, is without 
foundation. There is no rule of law or practice that when a bill of 
indictment is found at one term the trial cannot be had till the next. 
Whether the case should be tried at that term, which is often done, and, 
in many cases, is required in the public interest and the orderly and 
economical administration of justice, or whether the case shall go over 
to the next term depends upon the nature of each case, of the charge 
and the evidence, the facility of procuring witnesses and the legal 
preparation necessary. In short, ‘the granting or refusal of a continu- 
ance is a matter necessarily in the discretion of the trial judge and not 
reviewable, certainly in the absence of gross abuse of such discretion.’ 
S. »v. Dewey, 189 N. C., 560, and many cases there cited. Abuse of 
discretion is more apt to be shown in granting continuances and in the 
dilatory administration of justice. His Honor thought this case was 
one in which there should be a speedy trial. He knew all the attendant 
circumstances, and what was required by the public interest, more fully 
than this Court could know them. There is nothing to indicate that the 
defendant was unduly prejudiced.” 

The testimony of Virgil McGwinn does not appear in the record 
except by clear implication. It is referred to in the charge of the 
court, while stating a contention of the State. No exception was taken 
to this statement of the judge, and there was no request to change it if 
it was not correct. The case was prepared and signed by the solicitor 
and agreed to by counsel, as the case on appeal, no exceptions being 
reserved because of anything recited in the case. We must presume, 
therefore, that the judge correctly stated the evidence as to Virgil 
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McGwinn and his testimony in the case, while being examined as a 
witness, and, so considered, we find no error in the rulings of the court 
upon the questions of evidence. The judge properly restricted Gum 
Burnett’s declarations to him alone, and ruled them out as to the defend- 
ant MeGwinn. This was correct. 

The testimony of Burnett was not made incompetent by C. S., 3406, 
so far as the record discloses and as the question is now presented to us. 
He did not claim any exemption or immunity when he was called upon 
to testify at the former trial, upon the ground that his answers would 
incriminate him, or tend to do so, nor has he otherwise shown himself 
to be within the terms of the statute (C. S., 3406). ‘The law was cer- 
tainly not intended to protect him, so far as appears. 

These questions, as to the legal exemption of a witness from testifying 
in a way which will incriminate him, or tend to do so, and as to his 
immunity from prosecution, where he has testified in ¢ criminal action 
for violating any law against the sale or manufacture of intoxicating 
liquors, and also as to defendant’s right to a continuance of the case for 
trial to another time are discussed in 6 R. C. L., p. 548, par. 4, and 
note 12, and 140 Cyc., pp. 2548, 2544, 2547 (par. a and 6), and pp. 
2548, 2549, and 2550; S. v. Steckney, 36 Pac., 714, to which we refer. 

So far as appears, the statement of the defendants as witnesses were 
altogether voluntary, and they had waived any right to withhold the 
testimony if it tended to incriminate them, nor does it eppear that they, 
or either of them, were furnishing evidence in aid of any criminal 
prosecution by the State. The record is devoid of any such information. 

But a sufficient answer to these objections of defendants is that they 
have not offered sufficient evidence, or any findings of fact by the judge, 
to show that they were entitled to have the testimony of the witnesses 
C. C. West and J. A. Feagan excluded as incompeteat. The assign- 
ments of error relating to the objections do not throw any additional 
light upon the subject, or cure any defect in the respects we have indi- 
cated, and therefore the question discussed here is not sufficiently 
presented. 

The motion for a nonsuit, or that the action be dismissed, was prop- 
erly overruled. There was ample evidence to support a conviction, and 
there was no error in the charge of the court, or in the judgment or 
sentence imposed by it, nor was there any error in refusing to arrest 
the same. 

After carefully reviewing the entire case as shown in the record, and 
with special reference to the prisoner’s numerous exceptions, we have 
been unable to find any error therein. It will be so certified. 

No error. 
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STATE vy. HARLEY BALDWIN. 
(Filed 20 December, 1922.) 


Homicide —- Evidence — Reputation—Character of Deceased—Appeal 
and Error. 


The evidence upon the material and determinative facts in this trial 
of a homicide tended to show no self-defense or excuse: Held, the trial 
judge properly excluded the answers to questions on defendant’s cross- 
examination of the State’s witness for the purpose of showing the general 
reputation of the deceased for shooting and cutting men when he was 
under the influence of whiskey, or his general reputation for gambling, 
or his reputation for carrying a pistol, under the authority of 8S. v. Canup, 
180 N. C., 739. 


Instructions—Contentions—Appeal and Error—-Objections and Excep- 


tions. 

Where a party objects to the statement of the judge of his contentions 
as being incorrect, he must do so in time to afford the judge a fair oppor- 
tunity to correct it, and an exception after verdict is too late to be con- 
sidered on appeal. 


Homicide—Self-defense—Hvidence—Appeal and Error. 

An exception is untenable, upon the trial for a homicide, that the judge 
failed to charge the jury upon the principles of self-defense, when it 
appears that the prisoner entered willingly and aggressively into the fight 
that resulted in the death, and thus continued therein until he had killed 
the deceased, under the decision in the case of S. v. Evans, 177 N. C., 564, 
and other cases, also cited in the opinion of the Court. 


Instructions—-Requests for Special Instructions—General Charge— 
Appeal and Error. 
The refusal of the judge to give special requests for instruction is not 
erroneous when it appears that he has substantially done so in his own 
language in the general charge to the jury. 


Homicide——Manslaughter—Evidence—Verdict—Appeal and Error. 


Where, upon the trial for a homicide, it appears that the prisoner pro- 
voked a fight with the deceased, entered willingly, and continued unlaw- 
fully therein, if the death had not resulted the prisoner would have been 
guilty of a misdmeanor, and, where death has resulted, a verdict con- 
victing him of manslaughter will not be disturbed. 


AppraL by defendant from Brock, J., at April Term, 1922, of Macon. 
The defendant was convicted of manslaughter. The State’s evidence 


tended to show that on 10 September, 1921, the defendant, Harley 
Baldwin, the deceased, Aus Wright, Bill Baldwin, father of Harley, and 
Dick Wright were engaged in a game of cards, about two hundred yards 
below Nantahala Bridge. There was a dispute between Harley and his 
father, Bill, on one side, and Aus Wright and Dick on the other, as to 
which pair had won the game. 
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After this had continued for some time, Aus Wright, the deceased, 
said, “I want my money,” and Harley, the defendant, to.d him he would 
not get his money, and then jumped up and threw his hand in his right 
breeches front pocket. When Harley did this, the deceased, Aus Wright, 
told him, “You have the ups on me. You have a gun and I have not 
one, but we will walk down to the road and let the boys strip us, and I 
will whip you fair.” Harley then told Wright that he would not do it, 
but Bill Baldwin started up, saying “Let me get him,” and went towards 
Aus opening his knife. The other parties present then interfered. 
Dick Wright took Harley off and up the hill about eight steps, whereas 
the witness, Craig Steppe, with Aus Wright, remained standing where 
the fuss first occurred. Aus Wright, the deceased, then went to the 
place where his coat was lying, about six feet off, pulled a pistol out of 
his right coat pocket, and before releasing it with his hand, he broke 
it down, and then finding it empty, got cartridges out of his pockets 
and put five shells in the pistol. Then the defendant Harley and the 
deceased, Aus, both came walking towards each other, when the follow- 
ing occurred : 

Aus said: “Harley, I have always treated you right, and I have 
loaned you money today and will again,” and Harley said, “I have 
always treated you right,” and Aus said, “You took my rnoney when you 
ought not to have done that,” and Harley told him that was a damned 
lie, and they had a few words which the witness did not remember; and 
then Aus walked around and took his position on this side of the witness 
(indicating), and said, “You have had the ups on me today, but you 
have not got them now,” and they both began shooting at that instant, 
and there was not over a second’s difference in the shots of the guns. 
Both men were wounded, Aus Wright fatally, dying soon after receiving 
the wound. 

The prisoner appealed from the judgment of the court. 


Attorney-General Manning and Assistant Attorney-General Nash for 
the State. 
J. Frank Ray, R. D. Sisk, and Johnston & Horn for defendant. 


Watxer, J. The defendant’s counsel in their brief discuss only 
exceptions 7, 8, 9, 11, 18, 14, and 15. 

Exceptions 7, 8, and 9 will be considered together. The State, in 
rebuttal to evidence that the deceased, Aus Wright, had the reputation 
of being a dangerous and violent man, introduced witnesses who testified 
that he had no such reputation. The defendant’s counsel, cross-examin- 
ing these witnesses, asked them if Aus Wright did not have a general 
reputation for shooting men and cutting them while he was under the 
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influence of whiskey. Again, if Aus Wright did not have a general 
reputation of gambling. Again, if he did not have a reputation for 
carrying a pistol. His Honor excluded the answers to these questions. 
This ruling of the court, it seems, is supported, upon the facts as they 
appear in the record, by S. v. Canup, 180 N. C., 739. That case, it 
would seem, sufficiently answers the objections of the defendant covered 
by these three assignments of error, but we may just as well refer also 
to S. v. Holly, 155 N. C., 485; 8. v. Blackwell, 162 N. C., 672; 8. v. 
Turpin, 77 N. C., 478; S. v. Hines, 179 N. C., 758, which also fully 
answer the objections. The transaction here considered upon the mate- 
rial and determinative facts showed no self-defense or excuse for the 
homicide, nor was the evidence circumstantial, or the nature of the 
transaction in doubt. It was a plain and unmistakable case, at least, of 
manslaughter. The defendant was not only willing to fight, but eager 
for the fray, and there was some evidence of murder in the second 
degree, if not in the first, but the State did not ask for a conviction of 
murder in the first degree, but insisted only upon a verdict of murder 
in the second degree or on one for manslaughter, and the jury mercifully 
reduced the grade of the homicide to manslaughter. 

Exception 11. His Honor was stating the defendant’s contention, in 
which he included a sentence in parentheses, as follows: “(And that 
then the first quarrel took place, they both used bad language, calling 
each other damned liars and other epithets.)” If this was a miscon- 
ception by his Honor of defendant’s contention, the time and place to 
have called it to his attention was then. The defendant could not he 
by and except to this sentence for the first time in making out the case 
on appeal. 

Exception 13 was to the portion of the judge’s charge in which he is 
reciting a contention of the State, and in the condition of the present 
record, this could not be successfully assigned as error. 

We have so often said that the statement of contentions must, if 
deemed objectionable, be excepted to promptly, or in due and proper 
time, so that, if erroneously stated, they may be corrected by the court. 
If this is not done, any objection in that respect will be considered as 
waived. We refer to a few of the most recent decisions upon this 
question: 8. v. Kincaid, 183 N. C., 709; S. v. Montgomery, 183 N. C., 
747; S.v. Winder, 183 N. C., 777; S. v. Sheffield, 183 N. C., 788. 

Exception 14 was taken to a portion of the judge’s charge. This, 
however, seems to be sustained by the authorities, S. v. Kennedy, 169 
N. C., 326; 8. v. Crisp, 170 N. C., 785; S. v. Hvans, 177 N. C., 564, as 
to the right of self-defense when the prisoner either unlawfully started 
the fight or willingly and wrongfully entered into it. 
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The other assignments, except one, need not be considered, as the 
rulings upon which they are based, if erroneous, were nothing more 
than harmless, but we will consider one exception which rests princi- 
pally upon the charge of the court. 

Exception 15 was taken to the alleged refusal of the judge to give 
certain special instructions asked of him by the defendant’s counsel, but 
his Honor did give them, so far as they were correct, in his general 
charge. 

The prisoner entered into this fight not only willingly, but unlaw- 
‘fully, and it may be further said that he went into it even aggressively, 
if not with a predetermined and definite purpose to kill his adversary, 
premeditatedly and deliberately formed beforehand. His was an inex- 
cusable and unlawful act from the beginning. He started in the wrong, 
and steadily and vigorously prosecuted his evil design. 

The facts bring this case within the principle of S. v. Kennedy, 169 
N. C., 326; S. v. Crisp, 170 N. C., 785; 8. v. Garland, 1388 N. C., 675; 
S.v. Baldwin, 155 N. C., 494; S. v. Pollard, 168 N. C., 116-119. See, 
also, S. v. Robertson, 166 N. C., 356; S. v. Yates, 155 N. C., 450; S. o. 
Brittain, 89 N. C., 481. 

It was said in S, v. Crisp, 170 N. C., 790-791: “A defendant, prose- 
cuted for homicide in a difficulty which he has himself wrongfully pro- 
voked, may not maintain the position of self-defense unless at a time 
prior to the killing he had quitted the combat within the meaning of 
the law, as declared and approved by the recent case of S. v. Kennedy, 
169 N. C., 326, and other like cases. In some of the decisions on the 
subject it has been stated as a very satisfactory test that this right of 
perfect self-defense will be denied in cases where, if a homicide had not 
occurred, a defendant would be guilty of a misdemeanor involving a 
breach of the peace by reason of the manner in which Le had provoked 
or entered into a fight. Under our decisions such a position would 
exist : 

“qa. Whenever one has wrongfully assaulted another or committed a 
battery upon him. 

“b, When one has provoked a present difficulty by language or con- 
duct towards another that is calculated and intended to bring it about. 
S.v. Shields, 110 N. C., 497; S. v. Fanning, 94 N. C., 940; S. v. Perry, 
50 N. C., 9. And, in this connection, it is properly held that language 
may have varying significance from difference of time and circum- 
stances, and the question is very generally for the determination of the 
jury. S.v. Rowe, 155 N. C., 436. 

“c, Where one had wrongfully committed an affray, an unlawful and 
mutual fighting together in a public place, the more recent ruling being 
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to the effect that the ‘public place,’ formerly considered an essential, 
need be no longer specified or proved. S. v. Griffin, 125 N. C., 692. 

“And when there is relevant testimony, it has come to be considered 
the correct and sufficient definition of an unlawful affray or breach of 
the peace when one has ‘entered into a fight willingly’ in the sense of 
voluntarily and without lawful excuse. S. v. Harrell, 107 N. C., 944. 
Extending and applying these principles to prosecutions for homicide, 
it has been repeatedly held in this State that where this element of guilt 
is present, and one has slain another under the circumstances indicated, 
the offender may not successfully maintain the position of perfect self- 
defense, unless he is able to show, as stated, that at a time prior to the 
killing he quitted the combat and signified such fact to his adversary.” 

It is further said in 8S. v. Crisp, supra: “Tf one takes life, though in 
defense of his own life, in a quarrel which he himself has commenced 
with intent to take life or inflict serious bodily harm, the jeopardy in 
which he has been placed by the act of his adversary constitutes no 
defense whatever, but he is guilty of murder. But, if he commenced 
the quarrel with no intent to take life or inflict grievous bodily harm, 
then he is not acquitted of all responsibility for the affray which arose 
from his own act, but his offense is reduced from murder to man- 
slaughter.” 

The jury has evidently found, construing the charge of the court in 
connection with the evidence and the verdict, that the prisoner not only 
entered into the fight willingly, but that he provoked it by language cal- 
culated to cause the difficulty, or an attack upon him, or to bring about 
an affray. If death had not ensued, he would have been guilty of a 
misdemeanor for engaging in an unlawful affray or assault and battery. 
In any reasonable view, therefore, he was guilty of manslaughter. 

There is no reversible error to be found in the record, and it will be 
so certified. 

No error. 
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OF THE LATE ASSOCIATE JUSTICE 
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WILLIAM REYNOLDS ALLEN 


SEPTEMBER 6TH, 1922 
BY THE 


HONORABLE FRANK A. DANIELS 


JUDGE DANIELS said: 


May it Please Your Honors: Few men have been more fortunate in 
their ancestry, the place of their birth, their environment and education, 
than William Reynolds Allen, late an Associate Justice of this Court, 
the second son of William A. Allen and his wife, Maria Goodwin Hicks 
Allen, born at Kenansville, Duplin County, North Carolina, on 26 
March, 1860. 

The father, William A. Allen, was a native of Wake, a member of the 
large and influential Allen family of that county, farmers as far back 
as they can be traced, of intelligence, industry, economy, and character, 
with an occasional county officer or member of the Legislature among 
them, having no professional offshoots, except one physician, who 
settled in Tennessee, until William A. Allen began the practice of the 
law. He grew up on his father’s farm, was educated at Wake Forest, 
and, beginning the practice, was elected and served as a member of the 
House of Representatives from Wake at the session of 1852, having as 
his colleagues Romulus M. Saunders and Gaston M. Wilder. 

Soon afterwards he removed to Kenansville, where he was associated 
with William J. Houston, an able lawyer and eloquent advocate, as 
junior member of the law firm of Houston & Allen, until the War 
Between the States called both partners into the service of the Confed- 
eracy, in which William J. Houston, with the rank of Captain, was 
killed in battle in Virginia, and his associate became Lieut.-Colonel of 
the 51st Regiment. Upon the termination of this service, he returned 
to Kenansville and resumed the duties of his profession. He was, dur- 
ing the whole of his career, a diligent and discriminating student of the 
law, and became an able and learned lawyer, having the respect and 
confidence of a large clientage, and held in high esteem for his upright 
Christian character and the stern, unbending integrity of his profes- 
sional, public, and private life. 

In the troublous days following the War he was elected a delegate 
from Duplin to the Convention which met in Raleigh in 1865 to deter- 
mine the method of restoring the State to the Union, and was an active 
member of a body composed of many of the ablest and most distinguished 
statesmen of that period, among whom were B. F. Moore, Judge M. E. 
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Manly, William P. Bynum, Judge Robert P. Gilhara, Judge George 
Howard, Thomas J. Jarvis, Judge R. P. Dick, Judge E. J. Warren, 
Judge D. H. Starbuck, Bedford Brown, and Patrick H. Winston. 

The ordinance adopted declared that the ordinance of 21 November, 
1789, by virtue of which the State of North Carolina became a member 
of the Federal Union, “had at all times since its adoption been in full 
force and effect, notwithstanding the supposed ordinance of 21 May, 
1861, which was declared to have been “at all times null and void.” 

Nine States Rights Democrats, who had always entertained a deep 
conviction of the right and power of the State to repeal the ordinance 
of 1789, and withdraw from the Union, willing, in the interest of peace, 
to adopt an ordinance providing for the simple repeal of the ordinance 
of 1861, refused to vote for the ordinance adopted, which they regarded 
as a reflection upon the loyalty and patriotism of the people of the 
State. They were, among others, William A. Allen, Judge Howard, 
M. E. Manly, Thomas I. Faison, and A. A. McKoy. ‘The action of the 
Convention, based upon grounds these members could not approve, 
began the process which, though tedious and full of peril and suffering, 
eventually resulted in a large measure of settled government, peace, and 
order, to the attainment of which these protestants gave their constant 
and efficient labor and support. 

In 1868 the people of Duplin called Colonel Allen to serve them in 
the Senate, but he and eight other Senators were denied their seats 
because their political disabilities had not been removed. He after- 
wards served as Senator at the session of 1870, and again at the sessions 
of 1872-1873, during which last sessions he was chairman of the Judi- 
clary Committee. 

He thereafter continued the practice at Kenansville until 1881, when 
he removed to Goldsboro and engaged in the practice in Wayne and 
Duplin until his death in 1884. 

Maria Goodwin Hicks Allen, wife of Colonel Allen, a descendant of 
William Hicks, an ensign in the Continental Army, was a member 
of the prominent and highly respectable Hicks family of the county of 
Granville, for generations living upon their farms and engaged in 
agriculture. She was a woman of unusual intelligence and vivacity, of 
great kindness of heart, and given to a gracious hospitality of which I 
have the most grateful recollection. Her devotion to her husband and 
her children, and her loving ministry to all who came within her sphere 
of life, endeared her to all who knew her. After the death of Colonel 
Allen, she blessed the home of her younger son, William R., with her 
presence until her death in 1900. ‘Two able and distinguished lawyers 
of the State, Hon. T. T. Hicks of Vance, and Hon. A. A. Hicks of 
Granville, are members of the same family and near xinsmen of Mrs. 


Allen. 
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The home of Colonel and Mrs. Allen, in which two sons, Oliver H. 
and William R., grew to manhood, and which was brightened by the 
presence of their only daughter, Elizabeth A., now one of the most 
useful and accomplished teachers of the State, was typical of the homes 
of that community, and characterized by “plain living and high 
thinking.” 

The population of the county was, as we learn from the interesting 
and valuable historical sketch of Duplin County, from the pen of L. A. 
Beasley, Esq., of Kenansville, composed of descendants of a colony of 
Trish, among whom were the Owens, Kenans, and Walkers, of Presby- 
terians from Ulster, English brought in by McCulloh, Germans, French, 
and Swiss who came over with DeGraffenreid, Scotch from the upper, 
English from the lower Cape Fear, and English and Scotch from other 
colonies, with little admixture of any character, so fused and assimilated 
as to become a homogeneous people, scions of the great nations of the 
earth, who, while not forgetful of their ancestry, had been for more 
than a century, in thought and deed, thoroughly American. Their 
patriot soldiers, under Col. James Kenan, took part in the battle of 
Moore’s Creek, John Grady of Duplin being the first North Carolinian 
to give his life on a contested battlefield for the cause of independence, 
and were active throughout the Revolution for the patriot cause. 

The people of Duplin were early interested in education; and, in 1785, 
established Grove. Academy, which continued its work until after the 
Civil War, and at which many of the county’s most prominent ¢itizens 
were educated. In the later years, Hon. B. F. Grady, one of the most 
learned of the educators of the State, Prof. R. W. Millard, an accom- 
plished and thorough teacher, and others, conducted schools of high 
reputation and great usefulness. In consequence, a large number of 
educated and intelligent men and women have, in every generation, 
given tone to social life and furnished leaders in religion, government, 
and agriculture. 

Duplin possessed until recently practically only one industry—that 
of agriculture. The people lived generally on their farms and, in the 
main, cultivated them with their own hands, though there were numer- 
ous plantations cultivated by tenants and hired labor. Scattered over 
the county were many handsome and comfortable homes, which dis- 
pensed a friendly and genial hospitality, and there were few homes, 
however humble, in which the spirit of hospitality and good will did 
not abound. The manners of their inhabitants were simple, unassum- 
ing, and kindly; their sentiments humane and sincere. Industry and 
economy gave them a reasonable prosperity, and none were very rich 
or very poor. 
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They were a religious people, among whom skepticism and infidelity 
were almost unknown. They loved freedom, detested oppression, and 
were always ready to fight for their convictions. 

In short, they were genuine North Carolinians, with many of the 
virtues and some of the faults that have appertained to this separate 
and distinct aggregation of the human family. They made their own 
wine and brandy, and some of them partook, at times, too freely of the 
products of their vineyards and orchards in the days when adulterated 
and poisonous liquors were unknown, and before the doctrine of total 
abstinence had been universally accepted. 

I recall a scene in a court, presided over by a judge of great wisdom, 
humanity, and profound knowledge of human nature, before whom a 
young man was arraigned with a codefendant charged with a sanguinary 
affray, committed while the parties were intoxicated, and for whom his 
counsel entered a plea of guilty. The judge seemed much attracted to 
the defendant, who was barely more than a boy, and who was apparently 
decidedly the worse for the rencounter, inquired where he came from, 
and learning that he came from Smith’s Township, Duplin County, 
proceeded to deliver a powerful lecture on the evils of intemperance, 
during which he stated that he had known the father and grandfather 
of the defendant, had often visited in their homes, and tiat he had never 
known two better men, their only fault being that sometimes they drank 
too much, and strongly appealed to the young man to cut out their vices 
and emulate their virtues. He concluded by suspending the judgment 
on payment of costs, but made such an impression that the defendant 
became a sober, industrious, law-abiding citizen. JI need not say that 
the presiding officer of the court was Judge Oliver H. Allen, nor call 
attention to the hundreds of young men in this and other states who 
owe the incentive and opportunity for repairing the errors of youth and 
developing the virtues of good citizenship to the humane and consider- 
ate administration of the law by a Christian judge who, after more than 
a quarter of a century of helpful and beneficent service on the Superior 
Court Bench, is now about to retire from active labor and assume the 
duties of an Emergency Judge, as provided in a recent act of the General 
Assembly. It is but just to add in this connection that the people of 
Duplin, in their desire to improve conditions, long before the passage 
of the general prohibition act, secured the prohibition of the sale of 
intoxicating hquors within their boundaries. 

When, in the year 1881, I came to know the people of the county, I 
was greatly impressed with the large number of strong, intelligent, and 
patriotic men who had participated in the stirring controversies preced- 
ing the Civil War, who, at the call of country had fought the battles of 
the Confederacy, and who, when the cause was lost, returned to their 
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impoverished and desolated homes and quietly and bravely took up the 
burdens of reconstruction. They were the friends and associates of 
Colonel Allen and his family, and his sons, growing up under their 
influence, received inspiration from the example, the character, and the 
wisdom of these simple great men. 

The village of Kenansville, nine miles from the railroad, was the 
county-seat, and, during court, attracted a large attendance from the 
country. During the rest of the year it was as quiet and restful a spot 
as could be found anywhere, with its shaded streets, its antique court- 
house, built in 1785, and its ancient spring coming down from Indian 
days and furnishing the purest water for man and beast. There was 
no telegraph, no telephone, no radiograph, no moving picture, and no 
automobile to contaminate the pure air or disturb the speaking quietude 
of that peaceful scene. Its homes were the abodes of quiet, simple 
hospitality in which there was much of culture and refinement. The 
whole atmosphere was conducive to normal living, familiar social inter- 
course, to reading, study, reflection, and the enjoyment of the wholesome 
pleasures and recreations of country life. Its young men grew up strong 
and fit, many of whom, moving out into larger fields of usefulness, 
enriched the business and professional life of many communities, while 
its young women, clothed upon with modesty, purity, and goodness, 
exemplified in their lives the noblest attributes of Southern woman- 
hood—the glory of our civilization. 

With such parentage, in such environment, began the education of the 
subject of this address, with results differing widely from those that 
attended “The Education of Henry Adams.” 

His childhood was passed in a Christian home, presided over by 
parents whose precept and example laid the foundation of a character 
that won and held throughout his life the esteem, and often the affection, 
of those who knew him. 

There he grew into a quiet and thoughtful youth, in daily association 
with his father and his older brother, whose serious and practical out- 
look on life entered deeply into his early experiences, and constantly 
stimulated by the bright, active mind of his mother, whose wide and 
intense interest in all that concerned the community and its people, 
became an enduring portion of his inheritance. 

He attended the school of Prof. R. W. Millard, where, under that 
model teacher, who held that the thorough mastery of essential studies, 
rather than the discursive pursuit of many, was the chief requisite of 
any wise and effective scheme of education, he was prepared for college, 
peculiarly fortunate in having acquired habits of intelligent, orderly, 
and systematic application. While engaged in this preparation he read 
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extensively the best literature and mingled in the sports and the social 
life of the town, where his quick intelligence, tact, and xindness of heart 
made him a general favorite. 

Entering Trinity College, he came under the influence of the great 
intellectual and spiritual head of that institution at a time when colleges 
were not crowded, and when the contact between the president and the 
student was close and intimate. Here he pursued the prescribed courses 
until the completion of his junior year, and formed strong friendships 
among his fellow-students, many of whom have since attained distinc- 
tion, which he prized most highly and which lasted unbroken until his 
death. He always spoke of the president, Dr. Braxton Craven, in terms 
of the deepest respect and veneration. The year following his retire- 
ment from college he taught school at Auburn, in Wake County. 

Returning to Kenansville, he began the study of the law with his 
father and brother, and, after careful preparation, passed his examina- 
tion for license at the Spring Term, 1881, of this Court, but, being 
under twenty-one years of age, his license was withheld until he reached 
his majority. 

Members of the class of 1881, of which his name is alphabetically 
first, have been greatly honored: 

William R. Allen, member of House of Representatives, judge of the 
Superior Court, and Associate Justice of the Supreme Court. 

Charles B. Aycock, district elector, elector at large, U. S. District 
Attorney, and Governor of North Carolina. 

Edwin F. Aydlett, U. S. District Attorney and President North Caro- 
lina Bar Association. 

Wilham Black, Presbyterian minister and evangelist, much beloved 
and of great usefulness. 

George McD. Bulla, clerk of House of Representatives. 

Evan D. Cameron, minister of the gospel and Superintendent of 
Public Instruction of the State of Oklahoma. 

Frank A. Daniels, State Senator and judge of the Superior Court. 

Rodolph Duffy, member of House of Representatives and solicitor. 

W. A. Gash, member of House of Representatives. 

James M. Moody, State Senator, solicitor, and member of Congress. 

William C. Newland, member of House of Represeatatives, district 
elector, solicitor, and Lieutenant-Governor. 

Joseph E. Robinson, man of letters and editor of the Goldsboro Argus 
for nearly forty years. 

John H. Small, member of Congress, 1899 to 1921. 

Harry W. Stubbs, North Carolina’s veteran legislator, member of the 
General Assembly, Senate and House, continuously since 1889, and 
chairman of the Joint Legislative Committee for compiling, collating, 
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and revising the public statutes of the State of North Carolina, pub- 
lished 1919, and known as Consolidated Statutes of North Carolina. 

Francis D. Winston, member of House of Representatives, State 
Senator, judge of the Superior Court, district elector, elector at large, 
Lieutenant-Governor, U. S. District Attorney, and President of the 
North Carolina Bar Association. 

Hugh M. Wellborn, State Senator. 

Others of this class have also been prominent and useful citizens and 
have attained distinction at the bar. 

Not as brilliant as some members of his class, he equalled any and 
excelled most in his thorough preparation, capacity for sustained mental 
effort, power of analysis, practical judgment, and clear, direct presenta- 
tion of the subject under discussion. Withal, a modest young man, of 
quiet dignity and unaffected manner, tactful and friendly, he gained the 
respect and high regard of all his classmates. 

He began the practice with his father at Kenansville, continuing it 
at Goldsboro until the death of Colonel Allen in 1884, when he became 
a member of the law firm of Faircloth & Allen, of which Hon. J. Y. 
Joyner, afterwards State Superintendent of Puble Instruction, was at 
one time a member, which lasted until 1889, when he and William T. 
Dortch became partners under the name and style of Allen & Dortch. 

In the meantime, in 1886, after a courtship that began in boyhood, 
he was happily married to Miss Mattie Moore, one of Duplin’s fair 
daughters, at the home of her father, Dr. Matt Moore, a member of one 
of the oldest and most prominent families of the county. 

Before taking this important step he consulted another impecunious 
young lawyer, recently married, who shall here be nameless, stating that 
he had heard that a married couple could live on what the husband had 
spent while single, and requesting the benedict’s opinion upon the point. 
His friend gave him such encouragement, by his grave and confident 
assertion that before marriage he had spent all he made and that since 
marriage he had accomplished the same result, that the marriage was 
not long delayed. 

The junior member of the new law firm, a son of Hon. William T. 
Dortch, inherited a large measure of his distinguished father’s ability, 
his vigor of mind and body, and, as he approached middle age, much of 
his impressive personality and power of speech. 

To Colonel Dortch the trial of a hotly contested case before the jury, 
the skillful examination and cross-examination of the witnesses, the 
development of the evidence, closing with one of his powerful and 
effective speeches, was a constant source of the highest pleasure. No 
one who saw him at his best, with all his great talents in action, the 
light of battle in his eyes, and the confidence of victory in his tones, 
ever forgot the spectacle. 
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While the senior, with rare skill, wise management, and clear, con- 
vincing argument, took part in the trial of their more important cases, 
he preferred the quiet ways of his profession. From the beginning of 
his practice he was an untiring student of law, not only as a means of 
earning his livelihood, but from a deep love of the great principles of law 
and equity which inspired him from his youth and until the shadows 
closed in upon his earthly career. No labor in the preparation of his 
cases was too arduous or long-continued, and his legal papers, his plead- 
ings, his requests for instructions, and his briefs were models of accu- 
racy, clearness, and order. 

The practice of the firm grew, and he argued their cases in this Court, 
where his arguments and briefs, evidencing painstaking care, sound 
judgment and learning, with high powers of reflection and discrimina- 
tion, and citing all pertinent authorities, were highly regarded, and 
where few practitioners have enjoyed more the confidence and esteem of 
the personnel of this great tribunal in whose labors he was destined in 
after years to participate. 

He became so familiar with our decisions, and cited them so fre- 
quently and so accurately, that he was regarded by some members of the 
profession as a great “Case Lawyer,” and so he was, but any implication 
that he was only a “Case Lawyer” was far astray. 

He was thoroughly grounded in the great principles cf the law, which 
he magnified and used with great effectiveness, but he delighted in well 
considered cases that recognized and illustrated these principles and 
applied them to varying states of fact, and referred to them so readily 
as sometimes to give color to that mistaken impression. It was to him 
a pleasant exercise to explore “the codeless myriad of precedent,” cull 
“single instances” from the “wilderness,” and skillfully combine them 
into a comprehensive and satisfactory view of some great topic of 
the law. 

He, too, had, perhaps, profited by the tasks set by our loved preceptor, 
A. K. Smedes, who, giving only the facts of an opinion handed down 
by the Court, required the young members of the Goldsboro Bar to 
write our own independent opinion and compare it with that of the 
Court, and who, for our encouragement, would sometimes declare ours 
the better opinion. 

In the trial of causes he was fair and candid in the statement of his 
contentions, deferential to the presiding judge, kind and courteous to 
his brethren, considerate of witnesses, and clear, direct, and forceful in 
his address to the jury. He had no such gift of eloquence as that 
possessed by his associates, often his opponents, Charles B. Aycock and 
W. S. O’B. Robinson, but his quiet, simple, persuasive speech often 
attained results beyond their reach. In some of his intellectual qualities 
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he somewhat resembled that Christian gentleman and learned and indus- 
trious lawyer, W. ©. Munroe, without a certain subtlety that distin- 
guished Mr. Munroe’s mind, and with a more practical bent. 

In his practice, as in his life, honorable and upright, he scorned the 
devices by which small men attempt to supplement their deficiencies, 
and there was never at any time or anywhere any question as to his 
character or his methods. 

While pursuing his life-work, he was not unmindful of his duties as a 
citizen, taking part in every movement that promised benefit to the 
community or the State, and active and influential in advancing the 
success of the Democratic Party, to which he was devoted both by 
inheritance and by conviction. 

He was elected a member of the House of Representatives of 1893 
from Wayne, his able colleague in the Senate being Hon. Benjamin F. 
Aycock, and immediately took his place as one of the ablest and most 
resourceful members of that body, his principal committee assignments 
being the Judiciary Committee, of which he was chairman, and the 
Committee on Railroads and Railroad Commissioners, of which, under 
the chairmanship of Hon. F. S. Spruill, he was an active and useful 
member. 

He served with Mr. Spruill and Hon. Cyrus B. Watson on the com- 
mittee appointed to consider “questions of law, constitutional and other- 
wise,” growing out of the proposition to repeal the tax exemptions of 
the Wilmington and Weldon Railroad Company, and strongly advocated 
the repeal of the tax exemptions in the charters of all of the corpora- 
tions of the State, which ultimately prevailed. Among bills of general 
importance, he introduced the bill, prepared by himself and Hon. A. D. 
Ward, the able representative from Duplin, dividing murder into two 
degrees, which was passed at that session. 

After the adjournment he returned to Goldsboro, where he continued 
the practice with Colonel Dortch until June, 1894, when he was ap- 
pointed judge of the Superior Court. 

In the ensuing election his opponent was his personal friend, W. S. 
O’B. Robinson, who was successful, and Judge Allen resumed, in Janu- 
ary, 1895, his former partnership, which had been kept open for him 
by his loyal and devoted partner. 

Again in 1899 he was a member of the House, and one of the leaders 
of as able and distinguished a body as has assembled in the history of 
the State, presided over by that great judge and eminent and beloved 
citizen, Henry G. Connor. 

As a member of the Judiciary Committee and chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Railroads and Railroad Commissioners, Judge Allen rendered 
valuable service. He redrafted the statute relating to the regulation of 
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public utilities, abolishing the Board of Railroad Commissioners, and 
establishing the North Carolina Corporation Commission, which was 
enacted into law. 

He was a member of the Committee on Constitutional Amendments, 
consisting of Messrs. Rountree, Allen, Winston (F. D.), Overman, 
Foushee, Justice, Robinson, Moore, and Currie of Bladen. With the 
other able members of this committee he gave helpful and unremitting 
assistance to the chairman, Hon. George Rountree, an accomplished and 
learned lawyer, who, more than any other Representative or Senator, 
had, before the beginning of the session, made a careful and exhaustive 
study of the suffrage provisions of the constitutions of the states of the 
Union, and who was thoroughly prepared to consider and discuss the 
amendments proposed to the State Constitution, embracing what was 
known as “the Grandfather Clause,” having for iis ultimate purpose the 
establishment of suffrage upon the basis of a universal educational 
qualification. 

Largely, perhaps principally, through Judge Allen’s influence and 
his tactful labors, the divergent views of members of both houses, most 
of whom favored the proposition but were divided in opinion as to the 
form in which it should be submitted, were harmonized, the bill sub- 
mitting the amendment perfected and enacted, and the amendment was 
thereafter, under the wise and masterful leadership of Charles B. 
Aycock, overwhelmingly ratified by the voters of the State. It is now 
believed to be the consensus of opinion of thoughtful citizens of all 
political parties that no single act of legislation nor constitutional 
amendment has contributed in so large a degree to the peace and pros- 
perity of all classes, nor to our educational and industrial progress, with 
the many humane and uplifting movements which have followed in their 
wake. Judge Allen approached the important questions which arose 
with great breadth of view and thoughtful consideration. for the opinions 
of others, deliberating with open mind upon every argument from every 
quarter, but, when his conclusion had been reached, he was tenacious 
and unyielding, but so clear, tactful, and persuasive in the presentation 
of his reasons that misconceptions were removed, antagonisms overcome, 
and unanimity often attained. 

At the same session acts were passed providing for the general super- 
vision of the shell-fish industry of the State of North Carolina, out of 
which, and out of judicial action ensuing thereon, arose a controversy, 
involving much strife and bitterness, which engrossed to a large extent 
the thought and labor of Representatives and Senators at the succeeding 
session, and resulted in the impeachment of two Justices of this Court. 

Judge Allen’s last service in the Legislature was as a member of the 
House at the session of 1901, presided over by Hon. Walter E. Moore, 
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the able representative from Jackson, whose valuable, unselfish, and 
patriotic services at the session of 1899 had greatly endeared him to his 
associates. 

Judge Allen was again chairman of the Judiciary Committee, and 
was elected chairman of the Board of Managers for the Impeachment of 
the Judges, in which he made the opening argument before the court of 
impeachment. The trial resulted in an acquittal in which those who 
favored the prosecution cheerfully acquiesced in the belief that the pur- 
pose for which it had been instituted had been accomplished without 
injury or humiliation to the judges upon whose action it had been 
predicated. 

Judge Allen’s legislative career was one of much usefulness, A wise 
and constructive legislator, he ranked with the ablest statesmen of the 
period in which he served. 

Again, in 1902, he was nominated for judge of the Superior Court, 
and again the opposing candidate was Judge W. S. O’B. Robinson, then 
closing a term on the Superior Court Bench in which he had impressed 
the people of the State with his love of justice, his hatred of fraud and 
oppression, his just but merciful administration of the law, and the 
brilliant and often humorous manner in which these great virtues had 
been demonstrated. 

In this second contest between them Judge Allen was the victor, 
Judge Robinson retiring to the practice, but neither victory nor defeat 
could disturb their life-long friendship. 

The change in his life-work so brought about was very grateful to 
Judge Allen, who might truly have said with Chief Justice Ames: 

“T never designed to continue at the bar all my days. . . . I do 
not desire to be compelled to make the worse appear the better reason. 
I wish to pursue the better reason.” 

From Judge Allen’s youth he had possessed so large an endowment of 
what, for lack of a better term, has been called “The Judicial Tempera- 
ment” that those who knew him best had believed him destined to high 
judicial position. 

He began his second service as judge of the Superior Court 1 January, 
1908, held court in every county of the State, and, in that capacity, his 
learning, ability, and character won the instant recognition of the pro- 
fession and the people. His orderly, prompt, and systematic conduct 
of the business of the court, his unfailing patience, tact, and courtesy, 
his impartiality and love of justice, his practical sense, the soundness of 
his rulings, and the clearness of his charges, which enabled juries easily 
to grasp complicated and troublesome questions of law and fact, marked 
him as one of the ablest trial judges the State had produced. 
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In his political life he had gained a reputation for intense partizan- 
ship which he would not have denied. His conviction that the welfare 
of the people of the State and of the South was depenclent upon the rule 
of his party was so strong and controlling that he lcoked with dislike 
and with a feeling somewhat akin to intolerance upon every organization 
or movement that threatened what he believed the muniments of our 
civilization. Consequently, his opposition was strong, unyielding, and 
sometimes lacking in the moderation that in all other respects distin- 
guished his life and conduct. But while this was true, he cherished no 
animosity toward individuals, numbered among his friends many of his 
political opponents, lawyers and laymen, and in the performance of his 
judicial duties put aside all political bias, exhibited such qualities of 
fairness, impartiality and justice, and “was so clear in his great office” 
that men of all parties united to acclaim him a just, wise, and upright 
judge. 

He regarded the punishment of those convicted before him as the most 
difficult and painful duty imposed upon a judge; but, while he strove to 
mitigate the severity of the law when youth, ignorance, or sudden 
passion had concurred in its violation, he always kept before him the 
great fact that the protection of society, in the administration of the 
law, is paramount to all other considerations, 

After a service of eight years on the Superior Court Bench, he was, in 
1910, elected an Associate Justice of this Court, and, taking his seat at 
the Spring Term, 1911, entered into the labors of the hardest worked 
tribunal known to our institutions, 

His first opinion, Taylor v. Wahab, 154 N. C., 219, filed 22 February, 
1911, and his last, Jennongs v. Jennings, 182 N. C., 26, filed 14 Septem- 
ber, 1921, after his death, are fair specimens of his clear, direct, and 
foreeful style. Between these, the volumes of the regorts for nearly 
eleven years abound in opinions written by him touching almost every 
phase of the law, and furnishing evidence of his ability, learning, good 
sense, and almost infinite industry. Under permission, I here quote 
from the remarks of Chief Justice Clark upon the presentation of the 
proceedings of the Bar of this Court, 16 September, 1921: 

“Were he was a patient hearer of argument, and we found him in 
conference invaluable in the consideration and decision of causes. His 
active and trained mind was quick to sense every view of a question, and 
he carefully considered it in all its bearings. He was tireless in his 
examination of precedents and careful in the preparation of his opin- 
ions. Always courteous, he was a most agreeable as well as a most 
valuable member of this Court.” 

A feature of Judge Allen’s opinions that gave much satisfaction to 
lawyers was the brief but accurate statement of facts which preceded or 
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was a part of each opinion, and which threw light upon the legal propo- 
sitions laid down. While his opinions were often short, he took care 
that brevity should not be sought at the sacrifice of clearness and a full 
understanding of the facts and the law governing them. 

He had a profound veneration for the Federal Constitution, with its 
first eleven amendments, but was not so deeply impressed with the subse- 
quent amendments to that great instrument, believing that most of them 
dealt with matters solely within the jurisdiction of the states. 

He had a great admiration for the genius and learning of Chief 
Justice Marshall, but in his views of government he was essentially of 
the school of Jefferson. 

He believed in simple, economical government, and the greatest liberty 
of the citizen consistent with peace and order. 

Realizing that most of the wholesome progressive movements of his 
day were based on community welfare, he gave them his earnest support, 
but was sometimes oppressed, as some of his opinions and conversations 
indicated, with the fear that, in pursuing the good of the whole, the 
rights of individuals were being impaired and personal initiative en- 
feebled and often destroyed. He had little sympathy with the line of 
the poet, either as the statement of a fact accomplished or as a poetic 
vision, that “The individual withers and the world is more and more,” 
and gave his hearty assent to the proposition announced by Professor 
Roscoe Pound, in his recent volume, “The Spirit of the Common Law”: 
“Although we think socially, we must still think of individual interests, 
and that greatest of all claims which a human being may make, the 
claim to assert his individuality, to exercise freely the will and the 
reason which God has given him.” 

While he did not underrate those technicalities of the law which 
protect the citizen in his life, liberty, and property, he was no slave to 
precedent, and his mind dwelt upon the essential justice and inherent 
equity of the causes that came before him which he endeavored to draw 
from the record and establish by force of reason and authority. 

Desirous of improving the tools of his profession and of lightening 
the labor of his brethren, in the midst of the most exacting labor, he 
found time to prepare his Annotations, published in the 164th Report, 
and his Table of Cases Overruled, Modified, and Reversed which appear 
in the 171st. He was honored by the University of North Carolina, 
which conferred upon him the degree of L.L.D. 

In the summers of 1920 and 1921 he delivered a series of lectures 
before the Law School of the University which were highly appreciated, 
and which, it is hoped, may be published. 

He was fond of association with young people, and was helpful and 
stimulating to students and young lawyers. 
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His relation to the members of this Court could not be better expressed 
than in the remarks of his friend and associate, Judge Hoke, at the 
memorial meeting of the Bar held shortly after his death: 

“None know better than his former associates that a strong man 
amongst us has fallen; that North Carolina and its people have lost a 
great citizen, and the courts an upright, able, and learred judge. Going 
further, we realize that we have been bereft of a wise and warm-hearted 
friend, who was ever ready to spend himself in high-minded, helpful, 
and sympathetic service.” 

A distinct and unusual service was rendered by Judge Allen, espe- 
cially in his later years, when his wise and mature counsel was sought 
by legislators and public men of all shades of political thought, and 
from all portions of the State, in matters of public welfare, in which to 
the last he manifested a deep and vital concern. 

In hig home community he was for years the general adviser of all 
classes upon almost all subjects, ranging from financial difficulties to the 
most intimate domestic relations. His professional brethren, his busi- 
ness associates, the richest and the poorest of his friends and neighbors, 
felt at liberty at all times to avail themselves of the satient, friendly, 
and helpful counsel which it was one of his highest pleasures to bestow 
on all who sought him. 

His life and training had brought him in touch with every variety 
of problem affecting the lives of men, and his clear intelligence, his 
sympathetic understanding and practical judgment enabled him to ren- 
der services, quiet and unostentatious, frequently unknown to any except 
the recipients, but often of inestimable value. I need not say that these 
fine qualities and their constant exercise had brough: him troops of 
friends who loved him in life and who mourn him in death. 

His attachments were strong and lasting. He was a man of emotion, 
seldom exhibited except when so deeply moved that his habitual self- 
control gave way under the stress of some dominating and overpowering 
feeling. 

An affectionate and unbroken friendship existed between him and 
Charles B. Aycock, dating from their youth, and cemented by years of 
personal and professional association. 

None knew or appreciated more the great and lovable qualities, the 
ability and eloquence, the noble ideals and high achievements of this 
honored and most beloved of North Carolinians, 

No other speeches moved him as did Aycock’s—somet:mes to tears he 
could not hide. I recall a scene at the Democratic Stat2 Convention of 
1900, when, after his nomination, the candidate for Governor came 
upon the platform to accept the honor conferred, in a speech of wonder- 
ful power that convinced, thrilled, and moved to action a whole people, 
and Allen listened, wept, and sobbed aloud. 
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Judge Allen was not of a demonstrative nature. 

It is doubtful whether he ever told any man he was his friend, but he 
performed all the offices of friendship with such unselfish simplicity and 
sincerity that none could doubt his attachment or his loyalty. Indeed, 
one of his most marked characteristics was the simplicity and sincerity 
of his thought, speech, and life. 

He had much of “that prudent, cautious self-control” which a great 
poet, who had little of it, described as “Wisdom’s root.” While he had 
at all times a just appreciation of his own powers, he was simple, unpre- 
tending, and without vanity or self-conceit. 

During his service as judge of the Superior Court the training of 
their children, Mary Moore, William R., Elizabeth H., Oliver HL, 
Dorothy S., who survived him, had devolved almost exclusively upon 
Mrs. Allen, who had devoted her life in wise and loving ministry to her 
children, her husband, and her home. 

Near the conclusion of this service he decided to return to the practice, 
which would enable him to remain at home and aid Mrs, Allen more 
effectively in the education and training of their children, who were 
then reaching an age when the care of both parents seemed requisite. 

His election, however, as Associate Justice, which permitted him to 
spend almost half of every week at home, where he prepared most of 
his opinions, gave him the opportunity he desired, and together they 
made the welfare of their children the supreme object of their lives. 

He lived to complete the education of all of them, except Oliver H. 
and Dorothy S., and to see his namesake, William R., beginning the 
practice of his own profession. 

It was my privilege for many years to be often in that home, in 
delightful association with its inmates, in the enjoyment of a life-long 
friendship with the father and mother, watching with affectionate inter- 
est the boys and girls grow up into young men and young women of 
intelligence, character, and refinement. 

In early manhood Judge Allen became a member of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, South, in which communion he continued until his 
death, and he was for a number of years a highly valued and useful 
trustee of the Methodist Orphanage at Raleigh. 

He had the deepest conviction of the truth of the Christian religion, 
which became the inspiration and guide of his life. 

After hearing arguments during the second week of the Fall Term, 
1921, of this Court, returning, as was his custom, to his home in Golds- 
boro, where in tender and loving association with his wife and children, 
he experienced his highest joy, within an hour of his latest labor in the 
completion of his last opinion, on 8 September, 1921, he entered into the 
life immortal, happy in death as in life, in that the end came ere age and 
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infirmities had sapped his physical strength or abated his mental vigor, 
but happiest in that he heard the summons unafraid, and departed this 
life “in the confidence of a certain faith, in the comfort of a reasonable, 
religious, and holy hope.” 

Commissioned by the kindness of his loved ones to present to the 
Court the portrait of Judge Allen, the work of his friend, the gifted 
artist, Mrs. Marshall Williams, of Duplin, I should esteem myself 
fortunate if I could believe my portrayal of his life and character as 
worthy of him as is her portrayal of the calm, benignant face that, in the 
company of the wise, the great, and the good, whose e‘figies adorn these 
walls, shall look down upon future generations of judges and lawyers 
as they minister at this altar of justice. 


REMARKS OF CHIEF JUSTICE CLARK UPON ACCEPTING PORTRAIT 
OF LATE ASSOCIATE JUSTICE WILLIAM R. ALLEN IN 
SUPREME COURT ROOM 6 SEPTEMBER, 1922 


We have heard with great interest the able and ornate address of 
Judge Frank A. Daniels, summing up the career and services of our 
deceased friend and associate. All lawyers know from Judge Allen’s 
own pen the service he has rendered to the law and the State, as recorded 
in his opinions in 29 volumes of the North Carolina Supreme Court 
Reports. They will abide and carry to a later generation a just con- 
ception of what Judge Allen did while among us, and what he was. 
But to few comparatively can there abide a vivid recollection of his 
appearance, the outer personality of the man as seen and known by those 
among whom he lived and had his being. 

Words are powerless to transmit this. It is only the painter’s brush 
that can present and preserve this essential feature and constituent of 
any man. Hence, the portraits that hang on public buildings the world 
around recall to the memory of admiring friends the features of those 
whom they loved and honored in life, and which shall present them “in 
their habit as they lived” to the generations that are to come. 

To this, to these methods of preserving the memory of those who have 
deserved well of their countrymen the ingenuity of the present age is 
adding the voice, and the very tones and words spoken by them as 
recorded on imperishable tablets. 

We can add nothing to the admirable presentation by Judge Daniels 
of the character and services of our deceased friend. We can but quote 
the words of Tacitus over one who in his day also deserved to be remem- 
bered in honor by his countrymen. That great historian said in the 
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sonorous tongue of old Rome: “Quidquid ex eo amavimus, quidquid 
admirati sumus, manet, mansurumque est in eternatite temporum et 
fama rerum,” “Whatever of him we loved, whatever of him we have 
admired, remains and will remain in the eternity of time, and in the 
fame of his deeds.” 

We accept this loving memorial from the hands of his family, and 
place it here where it will remain an inspiration to young lawyers and 
a proud memento to all as long as North Carolina shall reverence the 
laws and able and faithful service in their maintenance. 

The marshal will place the portrait in its appropriate position and 
the proceedings on this occasion will be printed in the next volume of 
the reports. 
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ACTIONS. See Corporations, 1; Evidence, 2; Insurance, 4, 5; Carriers, 16; 
Judgments, 4, 5, 10; Courts, 2, 6; Statutes, 1; School Districts, 8; 
Summons, 1; Appeal and Error, 33; Constitutional Law, 16; Easements, 
t; Contracts, 80; Costs, 1. 


1. Actions — Attorney and Client—Attorney’s Fees—Costs—Appeal and 
Error.—The recovery of counsel fees for the prosecution of an action 
is not permissible. Semobdte, if otherwise, a finding would be necessary 
on appeal that the fees thus claimed were reasonable for the services 
rendered by the counsel. Byrd v. Ins. Co., 224. 


2, Actions—Consolidation—Courts.—During the pendency in the same 
court of two causes of action that involve practically the same issues, 
the court may consolidate them if this can be done without confusion 
or prejudice to the right of any party to either action, and under the 
facts appearing in these cases, they were not improperly consolidated. 
Henderson v. Forrest, 230. 


3. Actions—Consolidation—Appeal and Hrror—New Trial—Stakeholder— 
Courts.—Where two actions have been brought in the same court, 
involving the payment of the funds by one of the parties to the other 
parties claiming it, who himself claims no interest in the disposition 
of the funds, it is proper for the trial judge, when the trial of one 
of them has been had and appeal therefrom perfected, to deny a 
motion for consolidation; but where a new trial on appeal has been 
awarded in one of them, and the other remains pending in the 
Supreme Court, this Court will dismiss this second appeal, so that 
the actions may be joined in the Superior Court for the protection of 
the mere stakeholder, when this appears to be necessary. Bank v. 
Bank, 248. 


4, Actions—State—Governmental Agencies—State Highway Commission— 
Statutes.—The statutes creating the State Highway Commission 
enumerate their powers and duties in the construction, maintenance, 
ete,, of highways for public benefit, without either expressly or im- 
pliedly giving it the right to sue and be sued, but manifestly as an 
agency of the State for the purpose of exercising administrative and 
governmental functions. Public Laws 1915, ch. 118; Public Laws 
1919, ch. 189; Public Laws 1921, ch. 2, sec. 10. Carpenter v. FR. R., 
400. 


5. Same—Constitutional Law.—A State cannot be sued in its own courts 
or elsewhere unless it has expressly consented to such suit, by statutes 
or in cases authorized by provisions in the organic law, instanced by 
Art. II, Const. U. 8.; Art. IV, sec. 9, Const. of North Carolina. Ibid. 
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6. Same—Oficials—A suit prosecuted against an officer or agent who 


10. 


11. 


represented the State in conduct and liability, and wherein the State 
is the real party whose action will be controlled by the judgment and 
against which relief is sought, is a suit against the State, and not 
against its officer or agent, whose acts are alleged to have caused the 
injury complained of. Jbid. 


. Same—Private Corporations.—cC. 8., 1126, giving corporations the right 


to sue and be sued, does not apply to the State Hizhway Commission, 
a governmental agency of the State, but only to private and quasi- 
private corporations. Jbid. 


. Same—Torts.—The principle upon which a governmental agency is not 


liable to an action in tort committed by its agents, rests upon public 
policy, and the State Highway Commission being a governmental 
agency, is immune from suits of this character, whether empowered 
by the statutes concerning it to sue and be sued or otherwise, there 
being no statute or constitutional provision authorizing it. Jbid. 


. Same—Principal and Agent—Private Torts.—The principle upon which 


the immunity of the State from suit does not extend to its officers 
and agents for a trespass committed in breach of an individual’s legal 
rights under conditions prohibited by law, though they have assumed 
to act by authority of the State, can have no application when the 
State is the real party against which the relief is sought, and the 
party that will be affected or controlled by an adverse judgment, if 
rendered. Ibid. 


Same—Statutes—Constitutional Law.—An officer or agent of the State 


is not liable to one injured by a breach of his administrative duty 
requiring the exercise of his judgment or discretion, when it is im- 
posed solely for the public benefit, and he has acted within its scope 
without malice or corruption. Jbdid. 


Actions — Causes — Parties — Misjoinder—Pleadings—Demurrer.—The 


owner of certain lumber was indebted to two of the plaintiffs in a 
certain sum, and executed a deed in trust thereon to secure its pay- 
ment, the trustee to dispose of the lumber for the payment of the 
debt and reconvey the balance thereof to the owner. The defendant 
insured the parties plaintiff, creditors of owner, against loss by fire, 
payable to the trustee, and thereafter issued another policy, on the 
same lumber, payable to the creditors, and the person named in the 
deed of trust, as their interest may appear. The owner had assigned 
his interest in the second policy to a bank to secure a loan it had 
made to him, and a part of the lumber covered ty the policies was 
destroyed by fire: Held, the owner, his creditors, and trustee in the 
deed of trust, and the bank were all variously interested, and properly 
united as parties plaintiffs in an action on the policy, and that the 
loss by fire was the common cause thereof; and that a demurrer for 
misjoinder of parties and causes of action was properly overruled, 
especially is this proper when it has been made to appear that the 
creditors secured by the deed of trust had acquired the interest of 
the owner and of the bank. Redmon v. Ins. Co., 481. 


12. Same—Amendments—Statutes.—Upon the facts in this case, it is held, 


on appeal, that the trial court properly allowed the plaintiffs to 
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amend their complaint to allege that some of the plaintiffs had 
acquired the interests of the others in a policy of insurance against 
loss by fire, in furtherance of justice, under the provisions of C. S., 
547. Jbid, 


ADJOINING LANDOWNERS. 

1, Adjoining Landowners—Light and Air—Boundaries—Party Walls.— 
The owner of lands in the business section of a city, unless otherwise 
restricted by his deed, may build upon his land to the line of a store 
building on the lands of an adjoining owner, though by so doing he 
will close the windows or openings of the owner on that side of his 
building, and to that extent deprive it of light and air. Bank v. Vass, 
295. 


2. Same—Deeds and Conveyances.—The legal implication that when the 
owner of lands conveys a part thereof he grants all those apparent 
and visible easements on the part retained which were at the time 
used by the grantor for the benefit of the part conveyed, and were 
reasonably necessary for its use, cannot be made effective against the 
contrary intent of the grantor as gathered by a proper interpretation 
of the deed. Jbid. 


— 


ACTS. See Injunction, 3; Corporations, 5; Criminal Law, 10. 


ADJOINING LANDOWNER. See Deeds and Conveyances, 12; Adverse Pos- 
session, 38. 


ADMISSIONS, See Deeds and Conveyances, 2, 6; Judgments, 2; Pleadings, 
1; Criminal Law, 17; Intoxicating Liquors, 18. 


ADVERSE POSSESSION. See Appeal and Error, 12; Evidence, 6; Instruc- 
tions, 4; Limitation of Actions, 6; Trespass, 3. 


1. Adverse Possession—Limitation of Actions—Title—In order to ripen 
title to lands by possession, without color, it is not only required that 
the claimant should have had possession for twenty years, but that 
the possession should have been adverse under claim of right, and 
not by permissive user. Nash v. Shute, 388. 


2, Same — Trespasser—Estates—Remainderman—Permanent Damages.— 
The remainderman is put to his action only for permanent injury 
caused by the continued trespass of an adjoining owner on his land 
during the continuance of the outstanding life estate. Ibid. 


8. Same—Adjoining Owners of Land—Negligible and nonapparent dam- 
ages during the continuance of a life estate caused by the trespass of 
an adjoining landowner are not permannet damages that will put the 
remaindermen, or those claiming under them, to their action during 
the preceding life estate; and where, after the falling in of the life 
estate, the one who has acquired title from the remaindermen com- 
mences to erect a building on his lands, and permanent and serious 
damages to his walls are caused by dripping of water from the over- 
hanging eaves of a building on the Jands of an adjoining owner, first 
becomes apparent, the trespasser will not ripen title to an easement 
so to do until the lapse of twenty years, without color, from the time 
the damages became apparent and serious. Ibid. 
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ADVERSE POSSESSION—Continued. 
4, Same—Continuing Trespass.—In this case, damages for a continuing 
trespass of an adjoining owner of lands were recoverable for a period 
of three years next before the commencement of the action. Jbid. 


AGENCY. See Banks and Banking, 1, 2, 6; Carriers, 11; Contracts, 15; Bills 
and Notes, 5; Constitutional Law, 8; Actions, 4; Pleadings, 3; Summons, Il. 


AGREED CASE. See Appeal and Error, 22; Constitutional Law, 17. 
AGREEMENT. See Insurance, 5; Carriers, 16; Judgmen:s, 5. 
AGRICULTURAL DEPARTMENT. See Constitutional Law, 5; Statutes, 1. 
AIDERS AND ABETTERS. See Intoxicating Liquors, 4. 

AIR. See Adjoining Landowners, 1; Deeds and Conveyances, 12. 


AMENDMENTS. See Schools, 1,8; Attachment, 1; Courts, 1; Constitutional 
Law, 3; Pleadings, 4; Actions, 12; Appeal and Error, 38, 44; Contracts, 34. 


ANIMO TESTANDI. See Wills, 18. 
ANIMUS MANENDI. See Taxation, 3. 
ANSWER. See Pleadings, 6. 

APPEAL. See Judgments, 1; Pleadings, 6. 


APPEAL AND ERROR. See Contracts, 14, 19, 27; Supreme Court, 1; Dis- 
covery, 1; Corporations, 8; Evidence, 2, 8; Instructions, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 10, 
12, 13, 14, 17, 18; Pleadings, 1, 4, 5, 6; Reference, 1; Actions. 1, 3; Jury, 
1; Negligence, 3; Witnesses, 1; Interpleader, 1; Judgments, 15; Con- 
stitutional Law, 8, 19, 22; Courts, 7; Roads and Highways, +: Schools, 
6; Verdict, 2, 3; Criminal Law, 7, 11, 12; Ejectment, 1; Habeas Corpus, 
1; Homicide, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11; Intoxicating Liquor, 14; Municipal 
Corporations, 3; Usury, 1. 


1. Appeal and Error—Obdjections and Exceptions—Briefs—Rules of Court. 
Only the exceptions mentioned and discussed in the appellant’s brief 
are considered in the Supreme Court on appeal. Biker v. Winslow, 1. 


2. Appeal and Error—tInstructions—Slander—Actual Damages—Punitive 
Damages.—A charge of the court in an action for slander is not objec- 
tionable in failing to repeat the distinction between implied malice, 
for which punitive damages may not be awarded, and actual malice, 
in the sense of personal ill-will, ete., upon which the jury may award 
punitive damages in their discretion, when it appears, upon consider- 
ing the entire charge, that the judge has once, at least, clearly dis- 
tinguished the implied malice that would alone entitle the plaintiff 
to actual or compensatory damages, from actual or express malice, or 
personal ill-will, which would permit the addition of punitive dam- 
ages, under the evidence in the case. Jbid. 


3. Same—Harmless Error—Requests for /nstruction—Burden of Proof.— 
Where three issues in an action for slander have been submitted to 
the jury upon the pleadings and evidence, as to whether the defendant 
spoke the words defamatory of the plaintiff's character; as to their 
falsity and the amount of the damages, exception of defendant that 
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4, 


oO. 


10. 


11. 


the court failed to put the burden of proof of the third issue upon 
the plaintiff, is untenable, where it clearly appears from the charge 
that the burden of the first two issues was expressly placed upon the 
plaintiff, and that of the third by clear implication, so that the jury, 
acting with intelligence, must have so understood it, it being for the 
defendant to ask for more explicit instructions, should he have so 
desired. Jbid. 


Appeal and Error—tInjunction—Evidence—Review.—On appeal from 
an order of the judge of the Superior Court dissolving an injunction, 
the Supreme Court may review the evidence thereon. Peters v. 
Highway Commission, 380. 


Appeal and Error—tInstructions—Objections and Haceptions—Prayers 
for Instruction—Special Requests — Where there is evidence of action- 
able negligence on the part of a city or town in permitting its drain, 
etc., to become successively stopped up so as to pond water upon the 
plaintiff's property, after notice thereof had been given, an exception 
that the charge of the court was not sufficiently definite as to the time 
of the notice, and the damage thereafter resulting, is untenable, it 
being required of the defendant to have presented this question by 
an appropriate request for special instruction. Pennington v. Tar- 
boro, 71. 


. Appeal and Error—Courts—Evpression of Opinion—Statutes.—Where 


the trial judge has questioned a witness as to the absence of the 
defendants from court, where their deed was being attacked for fraud, 
his remark that their absence was a circumstance that a fraud had 
been committed is an expression of opinion, forbidden by C. S., 564, 
and constitutes reversible error. Greene v. Newsome, 77. 


. Appeal and Error—tInstructions—Objections and Exceptions.—An ex- 


ception to a part of the charge of the judge containing several phases 
of the law upon the evidence, one or more of which is correct, will 
not be sustained on appeal, it being required of the appellant to point 
out the portion of the charge that he claims to be erroneous. Harri- 
son v. R. R., 87. 


. Same—Briefs—Rules of Court—The appellant’s brief must state the 


exception appearing of record he relied on, and assign the reason 
therefor, for the exception to be considered. Rule 34 (164 N. C., 551). 
Ibid. 


. Appeal and Error—Instructions—O bjections and Exceptions—Damages. 


The charge of the court that the plaintiff in a personal injury case 
may recover, aS the proximate cause of the defendant railroad com- 
pany’s negligence, for his pain, both physical and mental, is not 
objectionable as including “loss of bodily or mental power,” of which 
there was no evidence, and will not be held for error when it correctly 
applies to a different element of damages. Jbid. 

Appeal and Error—Dismissal.—Where, on appeal, it is decided in the 
Supreme Court that the plaintiff’s action cannot be sustained, the 
defendant’s appeal, dependent thereon, will also be dismissed, Beard 
v. Sovereign Lodge, 154. 


Appeal and Error—Verdicts—Issues.— Where a verdict, interpreted by 
reference to the pleadings, the facts in evidence and the charge of the 
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court, has given the appellant the full benefit of the positions he has 
insisted upon in the determination of the issue submitted, the refusal 
of the court to submit the issue in the precise terms as tendered by 
the appellant, will not be held for reversible error. Pierce v. Cariton, 
176. 


12. Appeal and Error—Reversible Error—-Limitation of Actions—Lands— 
Adverse Possession — Boundaries — Title—Intention—Instructions.— 
While the mistake of the owner of land in using and occupying lands 
beyond his fixed and established boundary line without the intention 
of claimiug more than he has within the acknowledged confines of 
his deed is not such adverse possession as will ripen his title under 
our statutes of limitation; this principle does nct apply when the 
owner Claims a certain divisional line as his boundary, identifies it as 
such, and introduces evidence of his possession and claim thereto; 
and where such appears as the evidence in the ease, with further 
testimony of the claimant, the plaintiff, that he hac. never intended to 
hold any land that did not belong to him, but had always claimed the 
locus in quo to the line he claimed as his own, as of right, it is reversi- 
ble error for the judge to charge the jury on this testimony alone 
that they should find for the defendant if they should further find 
that the plaintiff had occupied the land beyond the boundary by mis- 
take, and not intentionally. Dawson v. Abbott, 192. 


13. Appeal and Hrror—Instructions—Reversible Error-—Where the court 
has erroneously instructed the jury that an innocent holder for value 
of the note sued on, and without notice of its infirmity, is not entitled 
to recover if the defendant has not received value therefor; a correct 
instruction elsewhere appearing in the charge is contradictory and 
does not relieve the error from prejudice. Crutchfield v. Rowe, 211. 


14. Appeal and Error—Judgments—Supplementary Proceedings—Objections 
and Heceptions—Case on Appeal—Certiorart.—Sipplementary pro- 
ceedings taken upon a final judgment not excepted to or appealed 
from, with exception only as to matters embraced in the order in the 
proceedings, does not permit a review of the judgment, but only of 
matters excepted to in the special proceedings; and where, upon the 
failure to docket the case in time in the Supreme Court, the appel- 
lant’s motion for a certiorari is allowed, it brings up for review only 
the exceptions taken in the special proceedings, and appealed from. 
Boseman v. McGill, 215. 


15. Appeal and Error— Harmless Error-——Witnesses—Qudlijication—Hvi- 
dence—Courts—Erroneous Opinion.—Where the mental capacity of a 
witness is the question before the trial judge to determine his eligi- 
bility as such, and upon the testimony of a medical expert he has, as 
a matter of law, erroneously adjudged the witness to be a competent 
one, this error is cured, or rendered immaterial by his subsequently 
making the same finding after hearing the testimony of other wit- 
nesses, and the testimony of the witness sought to be excluded, which 
supported his former ruling. Lanier v. Bryan, 235. 


16. Appeal and Error—Courts—Jurisdiction—Modification of Judgment— 
Pleadings —Where the Superior Court judge has properly overruled 
the defendant’s demurrer to the court’s jurisdiction, and has omitted 
from his judgment an order allowing the defendant to plead over, the 
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Supreme Court, on appeal, will modify the judgment to the end that 
the Superior Court judge may supply this omission with the proper 
order, Motor Co. v. Reaves, 260. 


17. Appeal and Error—Costs—Habeas Corpus.—On appeal from the order 
of the Superior Court judge erroneously hearing proceedings in habeas 
corpus and awarding the custody of a child of the marriage, after 
a decree of divorcement had been entered: Held, the petitioner will 
pay the costs of this appeal, and the proper judge hearing the motion 
to be made in the said cause will determine its ultimate payment as 
between the parties. Jn re Blake, 279. 


18. Appeal and Hrror—L£vidence—Remarks of Counsel—Prejudice—Res 
Inter Alios Acta—Trials—In an action to recover damages for a 
personal injury alleged to have been negligently inflicted, involving 
the previous good health of the plaintiff before the injury, it is reversi- 
ble error for the trial judge to admit as evidence plaintiff's certificate 
of discharge from the United States Army during the World War, 
containing recitals of honest and faithful services, ete., the same 
being res inter alios acta, the certificate but hearsay evidence, and 
prejudicial to the defendant, both in itself and the argument of the 
plaintiff’s attorneys to the jury based thereon, and allowed by the 
eourt. Stanley v. Lumber Co., 302. 


19. Appeal and Error—Improper Argument—Trials—Prejudice.—Improper 
remarks of plaintiff’s counsel in addressing the jury in this case, as 
to defendant’s indemnity from liability by a bonding company, were 
sufficient for the trial judge to withdraw a juror and order a mis- 
trial, had motion therefor been made by defendant. Jbdid. 


20. Appeal and Error—Dismissal—Courts—J urisdiction—Supersedeas Bond 
—Principal and Surety--Statutes.—Where the trial judge, upon suffi- 
cient findings, has properly adjudged that the defendant has abandoned 
his appeal to the Supreme Court, it is not required that the appeal 
should have been docketed and dismissed in the Supreme Court in 
order to bind the surety on his bond given to stay execution in 
accordance with the terms of C. S., 650, Murray v. Bass, 318, 


21. Appeal and Hrror—Unanswered Questions—Presumptions—Evidence.— 
Upon the exception to the exclusion of an answer by the witness of a 
question, it must be made properly to appear what the expected 
answer would have been, to be considered on appeal, so that its mate- 
riality may appear of record, under the rule that prejudicial error 
will not be presumed, but must affirmatively be established by the 
appellant. Blevins v. R. R., 324. 


22, Appeal and Hrror—Case Agreed—Parties—Consent—Procedure.—Where 
all of the proper or necessary parties having an interest in the lands 
sought to be conveyed by a deed, the sufficiency of which is attacked 
in a case agreed, are not parties to the action or the agreement, but the 
Superior Court judge has rendered judgment, from which an appeal 
has been taken, the case on appeal may be retained in the Supreme 
Court for a reasonable time, or remanded, as the parties may elect, to 
afford those who have not consented an opportunity to consent to the 
facts as at present presented, or to change or modify them as they 
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may all agree, or take such steps for the complete determination of the 
case aS may be in accordance with the law and the course and prac- 
tice of the court. Wagoner v. Saintsing, 362. 


23. Appeal and Hrror—EHEvidence—Trials—-Prejudice—tThe admission of 
evidence upon the trial, if erroneous, must be of such character, in 
relation to the subject-matter of the action, as to work prejudice in 
the consideration of the jury to the appellant’s rights, and not so 
unimportant, in connection with the other pertinent evidence on the 
subject, that the jury could not have reasonably been misled into 
rendering a verdict that they would not otherwise have given. Rier- 
son v. Iron Co., 368. 


24, Same—Employer and Employee—Master and Servant—Safe Place to 
Work—Safe Appliances—Cusitom.—In an action by an employee of a 
steel and iron works company to recover damages for a personal injury 
alleged to have been negligently inflicted by the railure of the de- 
fendant to furnish a reasonably safe place to work, and reasonably 
safe appliances therefor, there was evidence that tue plaintiff, while 
engaged in his duty, was cutting iron by the use of an acetylene torch, 
in front of an opening in the factory building. through which other 
employees were conveying, by means of an overhead trolley, beams or 
pieces of iron with only one chain encircling them, when more chains 
should have been used for safety, and further, by using a hook for the 
purpose of fastening the loop together that was improper and unsafe, 
ete. The injury was caused by the slipping of the iron within the 
encircling chain, which fell upon the plaintiff at work below: Held, 
the testimony of a witness that the defendant was using only one 
chain, “only custom I know,” while insufficient to show a general 
custom, was not reversible error to the defendant’s prejudice, the 
obvious meaning being, in its relation with the other evidence, that 
the defendant had used only one chain in moving the trolley from 
place te place when carrying the beams or pieces of iron, at the times 
he had observed it. Ibid. 


25. Appeal and Error—Instructions—Employer and Employee—Master and 
Servant—Negligence.—Where the principle of a primary or nondelega- 
ble duty of an employer to furnish his employees a reasonably safe 
place to work, and reasonably safe appliances therefor, is involved 
in an action, wherein the plaintiff has been injured by the alleged 
negligent acts of his fellow-servants, the instructious of the judge 
substantially stating the correct principle to the jury, when given a 
fair and reasonable interpretation as a whole, as they should be, are 
sufficient, and so considered, no reversible error is therein found on 
the appeal in this case. Ibid. 


26. Appeal and Error—Judgment—Fragmentary Appeal—Cost.—Where the 
clerk of the Superior Court, in supplemental proceedings, has erro- 
neously entered an order that a bank holding certain collateral of the 
judgment debtor turn the same over to the sheriff to satisfy the 
execution issued under the judgment, the finding of the Superior 
Court judge that the facts were insufficient, and his setting aside the 
clerk’s order and remanding the cause for further hearing and find- 
ings in the proceedings, without prejudice to either party, is not such 
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27. 


28. 


29. 


30. 


31, 


32. 


final judgment, or one in its nature final, as will admit of instant 
appeal to the Supreme Court, and the appeal therein will be dis- 
missed, at appellant’s cost. Grocery Co. v. Newman, 371. 


Same—Dismissal—Court’s Discretion—Objection and Eaxception.—While 
it is held in this case that the appeal was premature and improvi- 
dently taken, the Supreme Court expresses its opinion on the excep- 
tions presented in the record, the nature of the case rendering it 
desirable, under the authority of S. v. Yates, 183 N. C., 7538, and 
other cases cited. Ibid. 


Appeal and Hrror—Obdjections and Hxeceptions—Suficiency of Hacep- 
tion—Arbditration and Award.—The form of an exception to the judg- 
ment of the Superior Court that presents on appeal the question as to 
whether the arbitrators had exceeded the authority conferred upon 
them by the agreement to arbitrate, will not be held insufficient when 
it substantially presents the real point intended to be raised. Geiger 
v. Caldwell, 387. 


Appeal and Error—Findings by Court—Consent—Evidence.—Where 
the judge finds by consent the facts controverted in the action, his 
findings are not reviewable on appeal to the Supreme Court when 
supported by evidence. Chemical Co. v. Long, 398. 


Same—Judicial Sales—Confirmation—Discretion of Court.—The con- 
firmation of a judicial sale by the Superior Court judge is a matter 
within his sound discretion, and will not be reviewed by the Supreme 
Court on appeal when it has been exercised reasonably and not arbi- 
trarily. Jbid. 


Appeal and Error—Obdjections and Haceptions—Briefs—Rule of Court. 
An exception not set out in appellant’s brief on appeal will be con- 
sidered as abandoned. Rule 34, 174 N. C., 887. Worley v. Bruton, 438. 


Appeal and Error—Evidence--Fraud—Instructions—V erdict.—W here 
the defense to an action to recover upon the notes sued on is fraud 
in the procurement of the notes, and the evidence is conflicting, an 
exception by plaintiff that the judge failed to charge the jury that 
there was insufficient evidence of the fraud comes too late after a 
verdict in defendant’s favor to be considered on appeal. Mica Co, v. 
Mining Co., 490. 


Appeal and Error—Injunction—Actions—Suits—Causes of Action Ceas- 
ino—Dismissal—Costs—Highways—Roads and Highways.—Where it 
appears, on appeal from an order of the Superior Court judge enjoin- 
ing a board of county commissioners from wasting and misapplying 
certain proceeds from the sale of bonds issued for highway purposes, 
that on account of the change in the personnel of the board the pro- 
ceedings have become unnecessary, the action will be dismissed. On 
this appeal the cost is taxed equally between the plaintiffs and de- 
fendants. Sembdle, the judge was without authority to direct the 
application of the funds, but that good cause was shown for con- 
tinuing the injunction to the final hearing. Morris v. Comrs., 549. 


84, Appeal and Error—Several Causes of Action—Fragmentary Appeals.— 


An appeal is not fragmentary where the complaint alleges four dis- 
tinctive causes of action and the breach of each, and there is no 
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exception raised as to the judgment on two of them, but from the 
judgment on the other two the plaintiff has appealeci, assigning error 
in the exclusion of his evidence by the trial judge on the two to 
which his exceptions have been duly taken and prosecuted. Cement 
Co. v. Phillips, 182 N. C., 487, cited and distinguished. Garland v. 
Improvement Co., 551. 


35. Same—Issues—Objections and HExceptions.—Where there are several 
causes of action alleged, and the plaintiff has duly excepted to the 
exclusion of all evidence on one or more of them, his failure to except 
to the judge’s refusal to submit issues relating thereto or to except 
to an issue as to damages which in the court’s discretion may have 
been submitted as to each of the separate causes alleged, is not neces- 
sary to his appeal thereon, and his enforcing the judgment by execu- 
tion under the judgment on the issues decided in his favor will not 
estop him. Jbdid. 


86. Appeal and Error—Objections and Ezxceptions—Instructions—Eacep- 
tions—Damages — Present Value — Negligence — Wrongful Death— 
Federal Statutes—Federal Employers’ Liability Act.~-A charge of the 
court upon the measure of damages to be given to the legal dependents 
of an employee negligently killed by the defendant railroad company 
under the provisions of the Federal Employers’ Linbility Act, that 
omits from the jury’s consideration the present value of the future 
benefits that the legal dependents had been deprived of by the death, 
permits a recovery beyond that allowed by the statute, and an excep- 
tion thereto presents the error on appeal without the necessity of a 
special request confining the recovery within the proper limits, there 
being but one legal principle involved and erroneously stated, which 
makes the error positive or affirmative, it being a failure to state the 
applicable principle correctly, and not a mere omission to charge as to 
some special or particular phase of the case. Strunks v. Payne, 583. 


37. Appeal and Error—New Trials as to One Issue—Damag2s.—There being 
no error upon the issues of negligence, etc., committed by the trial 
court in an action against a railroad company for the alleged negli- 
gent killing of plaintiff’s intestate, but only upon the issue as to the 
measure of damages, a new trial upon that issue alone is ordered on 
this appeal. Ibid. 


388. Appeal and Error—Appeal-—Amendments—Evrecution—Supersedeas— 
Bond—Judgment—Payment.—A judgment debtor may stay execution 
pending appeal by giving the bond required by our statute, or he may 
pay the debt and preserve his right to prosecute his appeal according 
to the course and practice of the court, with order for restitution 
should he succeed therein, unless such payment was made by way 
of compromise and agreement to settle the controversy, or, under 
peculiar circumstances, which amounted to a confession of the cor- 
rectness of the judgment. C.S., 1534, and a withdrawal of the appeal. 
Bank v. Miller, 598. 


39. Same—Evidence--Trials—Questions for Jury—Reference.—Where the 
appeal of the judgment debtor from a judgment of « justice of the 
peace is properly in the Superior Court, and it is made to appear in 
the latter court that the judgment had been paid since its rendition 
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40. 


41. 


42. 


43. 


44. 


45. 


by the justice, and there is evidence in the defendant’s behalf that he 
had paid it under duress on compulsion, and without any intention 
on his part to abandon the right of appeal that, instead, he had pre- 
served, it was error for the Superior Court judge to regard this 
evidence as irrelevant and dismiss the appeal, said evidence, if denied, 
raising an issue of fact to be determined by the jury, or a finding by 
the court or referee, as the parties may agree, or the court may decide 
in proper instances. C. S., 1584. Jbid. 


Appeal and Error—Appeal—M otions—Judgmeni—aA bandonment—Evi- 
dence—Burden of Proof—Where, in the Superior Court, the plaintiff 
moves to dismiss the appeal of his debtor from a judgment rendered 
against him in the court of a justice of the peace on the ground that 
the appeal had been abandoned by the payment of the judgment, the 
burden is on him to show such acts or conduct as would amount to 
the abandonment he has alleged in his motion. C. 8., 1534, the giving 
of a stay bond, or even the payment of the judgment, not, of itself, 
being sufficient to show an abandonment. Jbid. 


Appeal and Error—Record—Instructions—Presumptions.—Where the 
record on appeal does not set out the charge of the trial judge to the 
jury, and no exception thereto appears therein to have been made, it 
will be presumed that it was in all respects correct, and that the jury 
were properly instructed as to the law. Raines v. Osborne, 608. 


Appeal and Error—Objections and Exceptions—Questions and Answers 
—Evidence—O bjectionable in Part.—An objection and exception to a 
proper question asked a witness does not include the answer of the 
witness, and where the answer is competent in part, exception should 
be taken specifically to the erroneous part in order that it may: be 
considered on appeal, and not merely to the question, which is com- 
petent and in proper form, but only to the incompetent part of the 
answer. Ibid. 


Appeal and Error—Docketing—Certiorari—Dismissal—Rules of Court— 
Statutes.—Appeals to the Supreme Court are only within the rights 
of the parties when the procedure is in conformity with the appro- 
priate statutes or rules of court, and neither the parties in litigation 
nor their attorneys have authority, by agreement among themselves, 
to disregard the rules regulating appeals in the Supreme Court; and 
where the appellant has failed to docket his appeal or move for a 
certiorari under the rule regulating the matter, the appeal will be 
dismissed. Rose v. Rocky Mount, 609. 


Appeal and Hrror—Agreements—Amendments—Remanding Case— 
School Districts—Elections.—On the appeal of this suit to restrain 
the issuance of bonds for the erection of schoolhouses, a material fact 
was omitted from the case agreed, as to whether the question was 
carried by a majority of the qualified voters at an election in the 
district, which the Supreme Court permits the parties to supply, under 
the alternative of remanding the case for the finding of additional 
facts. Roebuck v. Trustees, 611. 

Appeal and Error—Instructions—Hvidence—Burden of Proof—-Deeds 


and Conveyances—Reservations in Deeds—Timber—Where the de- 
fendant’s rightful cutting the timber that the plaintiff seeks to enjoin 
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46. 


47. 


48. 


49. 


50. 


depends upon whether it falls within the reservation of the plaintiff’s 
deed of “second-growth timber and original-growth in the pastures,’ 
the burden is upon the plaintiff to show that the timber in question 
is within the exception, and an instruction that places it upon the 
defendant is reversible error. Bright v. Lumber Co., 614. 


Appeal and Error—Verdict—Eacessive Damages.—-Held, the question 
of the award of excessive damages in this case was subject to the 
correction of the trial judge, and not reviewable on appeal. Newby v. 
Realty Co., 617. 


Appeal and Error—Rules of Court—Procedure—NStatutes—Constitu- 
tional Law,—The rules prescribed by the Supreme Court to regulate 
its own procedure, including the rule as to dismissing 1n appeal thereto 
if not docketed, or a recordari prayed for in apt time, will be strictly 
enforced; and under the exclusive authority therein given to the 
Supreme Court by the Constitution, Art. I, sec. 8, as distinguished 
from procedure applying to courts inferior therto, Art. IV, sec. 2, a 
statute in conflict therewith will not be observed. 8S. v. Ward, 618. 





Appeal and Error—Homestead—_Judgament—Incomplete Appeal._—oOn this 
appeal from an allotment of a homestead by the judgment debtor, it 
appears that the record failed to show a signed judgment, and the 
appeal is incomplete. Vann v. Winders, 629. 


Appeal and Hrror—Verdict—Proposition of Law.—The verdict, upon 
conflicting evidence, determines the issue of fact, and will not. be 
disturbed when it appears that there is no error in the application 
of the principles of law involved in the controversy. Meadows v. 
Mann, 630. 


Appeal and Error—Fragmentary Appeal-—-Roads and Highways—Road 
Commission.—An appeal to the Supreme Court in an action to recover 
damages from a county road commission for injury to land in laying 
out a highway will be dismissed as premature when i: appears that in 
the orderly procedure in such matters the commission has not reached 
the stage for the assessment of damages, and has not assessed them, 
and the appeal is properly dismissed in the Superior Court. Green v. 
Road Commission, 636. 





. Appeal and Error—Instructions—Reversible Error—--Conflicting In- 





structions—Homicide—Murder.—Where the judge has erroneously 
charged, on the trial for a homicide, that the prisoner must show, 
with his evidence, the actual necessity for his having taken the life of 
the deceased in preserving his own life, as a justification for the 
killing, a correct instruction given elsewhere in the charge, without 
retracting the erroneous part, does not cure the ervor or render it 
harmless. 8. v. Johnson, 788. 


2. Appeal and Error—Objections and Evrceptions—Briefs.—The exceptions 


of the appellant are restricted to those considered in his brief on 
appeal. S. xv, Dill, 645. 


. appeal and Error—Instructions—Harmless Error—Criminal Law— 


Trials —Where two defendants are on trial for the breaking into and 
stealing from a store at night, and there is evidence of the admission 
of one of them that he, with the other, was in an automobile in front 
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of the store on the night in question, and the court has given the 
requested instruction that one of them should not be bound by the 
admission of the other, it is harmless error for indefiniteness as to 
time and place, for the judge to qualify the requested instruction by 
adding, “unless the circumstances go to show that they were together 
that night,” there being plenary evidence that both defendants were 
then acting in pursuance of the unlawful design, and the one who ad- 
mitted the fact was dominated by the one who excepted to the 
instruction. S. v. Maynard, 654. 


54. Appeal and EHrror—Improper Remarks of Counsel—Jury—Absence of 
Defendant’s Witnesses—Obdjections and Exceptions—Prayers for In- 
struction—Evidence—Nonsuit—Trials—Where there is evidence that 
the defendant and others were present, participating in the operation 
of a still, evidently used at the time and theretofore extensively in 
the manufacture of liquor, and had left to avoid arrest; and there is 
evidence as to whether or not it was the defendant who was seen to 
help another put the cap on the still, it is sufficient to sustain a 
verdict of guilty, without the necessity of proving this single fact as 
to the cap; and the remarks of the solicitor to the jury commenting 
upon the absence of defendant’s witness to prove that he did not 
help with the cap, is regarded as harmless, and upon an immaterial 
point, it appearing that the defendant’s attorney permitted the 
solicitor’s remarks to go unchallenged at the time, and did not offer 
special prayers for instruction thereon. S. v. Jenks, 660. 


55. Appeal and Error—Case—Settlement by Judge—Mistake—Certiorari.— 
The case on appeal, as settled by the trial judge, imports verity, and 
must be accepted as absolutely true in the Supreme Court on appeal; 
and unless it is made to properly appear by the judge’s own statement 
that he wil! correct the record as to matters relied on by the movant, 
a motion for writ of certiorari will not be granted; the averment of 
the moyant’s belief that the judge will supply the omission if afforded 
an opportunity is insufficient. S. v. Thomas, 666. 


56. Appeal and Error—Assignments of Error—Rules of Court.—Assign- 
ments of error should be incorporated in the case on appeal, to be 
considered. Rule 19 (2), 174 N. C., 882. 8S. v. Campbell, 765. 

57. Appeal and Error—Hvidence—Instructions—Presumptions.—Where the 
trial judge recites in his charge to the jury the testimony of a witness, 
which does not appear in the record, and no objection has been made 
thereto, it will be presumed on appeal that the recitation of the judge 
was correct. S. v. Burnett, 784. 


APPEARANCE. See Courts, 2. 
APPLIANCES. See Employer and Employee, 1, 2, 7; Appeal and Error, 24. 


APPROVAL. See Schools, 4; Trials, 1; Constitutional Law, 10; School Dis- 
tricts, 7. 


ARBITRATION AND AWARD. See Appeal and Error, 28. 
1. Arbitration and Award—Contracts—Intent—Scope—Conclusiveness — 
An agreement to submit a controverted matter to arbitration is, in its 
interpretation, to be regarded as a contract between the parties and 
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construed to arrive at their intent, and the scope of their award will 
be confined to such matters only as are submitted to them. Geiger v. 
Caldwell, 387. 


2. Same—Eztraneous Matters —Where the arbitrators have included in 
their award matters relating to the subject that are not properly 
within its scope, the award as to the matters that are properly therein 
passed upon will be held to conclude the parties when capable of 
being separated without prejudice to the rights of ary of them. Ibid. 


38. Same.—Where the vendor of land has agreed with the purchaser 
under a writing that the latter was to repair the dwelling upon the 
land, not to exceed a certain sum, as a part of the purchase price, 
and he claims that he has exceeded the sum limited in making the 
repairs ; a written submission to arbitration of the value of the repairs 
made by the purchaser within the limitation imposed by the agree- 
ment to arbitrate, is conclusive only within the amount so limited, 
and to that amount only are the parties bound by the award. Ibid. 


4. Arbitration and Award—Avward if Two Arbitrators.—Where the parties 
have each selected an arbitrator under an agreement that three were 
to determine the controverted matter, and have conducted the pro- 
ceeding upon the idea that the third should be called! in only in case 
of disagreement of the arbitrators so selected, it becomes unnecessary 
for those selected to call in the third when they both have agreed and 
rendered their award accordingly. Jbdid. 


ARGUMENT OF COUNSEL. See Trials, 1; Appeal and Ervor, 19. 
ASSAULT. See Carriers, 18; Criminal Law, 3. 


ASSAULT AND BATTERY. 


1. Assault and Battery-—Automobiles—-Highways—Statutes—Public Safety 
—Criminal Law—Evidence.—Our statutes on the subject of regulat- 
ing the care to be used by those driving motor vehicles upon the 
State’s highways, among them, C. &., 2617, as to the passing without 
interference ; 2618, amended by Public Laws 1921, ch. 98, Extra Ses- 
sion, as to reckless driving, having regard to the width of the high- 
way, traffic thereon, and the various rates of speed in accordance with 
location in the country, upon streets of cities, towns, etce.; 2599, 
making a violation of any of the provisions of ch. 55, C. S., a misde- 
meanor, are to secure the reasonable safety of persons in and upon 
the highways of the State, and where death or great bodily harm 
results, evidence that the accused was, at the time charged, violating 
these provisions may be properly received upon a trial for murder or 
for manslaughter in appropriate instances, or as evidence of an 
assault where no serious injury has resulted. S. v. Sudderth, 753. 


2. Same.—A battery includes an assault, and to constitute an assault it is 
not necessary that the defendant should have struck the one assaulted, 
for any unlawful touching of the person alleged to have been 
assaulted, or the setting in motion of any force that is committed 
through means which ultimately produce this result, and are likely 
to produce it, is sufficient, and applies when a person driving an 
automobile upon the State’s highway, in consequence of his violating 
the statutes on the subject, collides with another person driving an 
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automobile thereon, which results in a physical jarring of such other 
person, though he may not have been thrown from his automobile, or 
struck in any part of his body. Jbid. 


ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR. See Appeal and Error, 56. 
ASSUMPTION OF RISKS. See Employer and Employee, 6; Railroads, 3. 


ATTACHMENT. See Contracts, 15; Courts, 1. 

1. Attachment—Process—Courts—Amendments.—An irregularity in issu- 
ing a warrant of attachment to the constable or other lawful officer 
of the county, when the statute requires it to be issued to the sheriff, 
may be afterwards cured by an amendment of the court when it 
appears that the warrant was served by a deputy sheriff. Temple v. 
Hay Co., 239. 


2. Attachment—Garnishment—Conflicting Claims—Stakeholder—Parties— 
Statutes.—Where the funds of a nonresident defendant are attached 
in the courts of this State in the hands of a local bank, an agency for 
collection only, and the garnishee bank answers, setting forth this 
fact and claiming absolute ownership in its forwarding bank, and 
asks that the latter be made a party to the suit, and, in effect, alleg- 
ing that it, the garnishee, is a mere stakeholder without interest in 
the funds attached: Held, it is the policy and express purpose of 
our Code Procedure that all matters should be settled as far as 
possible in one and the same action; and the forwarding bank, being 
a necessary party, the refusal of the court to make it a party was 
of the substance of the controversy, and constituted reversible error. 
Cc. 8S., 460. Ibid. 


8. Attachment — Garnishment — Stakeholder— Parties—Statutes.—Where 
the funds of a nonresident defendant are attached in the hands of a 
local bank, which is only an agency for collection, which position it 
alleges in its answer, and also alleges ownership of title by its for- 
warding bank, the position taken by the local bank is that of a mere 
stakeholder without interest, between two conflicting claimants, and 
it may successfully maintain that the forwarding bank be made a 
party to the action, and await the determination of this question in 
the action, in order to protect itself in the payment of the funds 
attached in its hands. C. 8, 826. Jbid. 


4, Same—Bond.—The bond required of an intervener by C. S., 840, has 
no application in attachment where the garnishee bank holding the 
funds attached does so as a stakeholder, not claiming them, but only 
seeks to hold the same for the adjudication of the court between two 
conflicting claimants. Jbid. 


5. Same—Title—Procedure.—Where funds of a nonresident defendant are 
attached in a local bank that maintains the position of a mere stake- 
holder, and alleges ownership of its forwarding bank, and asks that 
the forwarding bank be made a party to the action, the forwarding 
bank, when brought in, may make its own claim of title and thus 
cure the defect, if any, in the proceedings in this respect, it being 
a matter of procedure. Jbid. 


6. Same—Issues.—The requirement of C. S., 821, that an issue shall be 
made up and determined by the jury where the garnishee in attach- 


830 INDEX. 


ASSAULT AND BATTERY—Continued. 


ment denies owing the principal defendant, should be construed with 
C. 8., 460, requiring the making of all necessary parties to a full 
determination of the controversy; and it does not apply when the 
garnishee takes the position of a mere stakeholder and sets up in 
his answer that another, not a party to the action, is the owner of 
the funds attached, and asks that such other person be brought in so 
as to protect it, the garnishee, in the payment of the funds under an 
order of the court. Jbid. 


7. Attachment — Interpleader — Banks and Banking—Bills and Notes— 
Negotiable Instruments—Burden of Proof.—Where the forwarding 
bank intervenes and claims title to a draft of a nonresident debtor 
attached in the hands of a local bank, the burden is on the intervener 
to show its title to the property attached, and upon its evidence tend- 
ing to show prima facie that it was the purchaser of the draft for 
value, and is a holder thereof in due course, without notice of any 
defenses or equities, an issue of fact is raised for the determination 
of the jury. C.8., 8040. Sterling Mills v. Milling Co., 461. 


8. Same — Evidence — Questions for Jury-—Trials—Ins'ructions—Verdict 
Directing —Where the forwarding bank of a nonres:dent debtor inter- 
yenes in the creditor’s action, and claims the proceeds of a draft in 
the hands of a local bank, in attachment proceedings, and the inter- 
vener’s officer testifies positively that the intervene: was a purchaser 
for value, in due course, without notice of any infirmity, etc., in the 
paper, his further testimony, on cross-examinaticn, as to general 
dealings with the attachment debtor, crediting it with drafts, and 
charging them back if not paid on presentation, raise the question of 
the intent between the forwarding bank and its depositor, as to 
whether the paid draft in question was acquired by the intervener in 
due course, C. 8., 3040, or whether it had accepted the draft as a mere 
agency for collection, in which latter event the proceeds of the draft 
would be subject to attachment in the hands of the local bank; and 
on this conflicting evidence a direction of the verdict against the 
intervener is reversible error. Jbdid. 


ATTORNEY AND CLIENT. See Actions, 1. 
AUTHORITY. See Banks and Banking, 1, 4; Principal and Agent, 2, 
AUTOMATIC COUPLINGS. See Employer and Employee, 6. 


AUTOMOBILES. See Mortgages, 8; Instructions, 7; Instirance, 7; Intoxi- 
cating Liquors, 1; Assault and Battery, 1. 


BANKRUPTCY. See Principal and Surety, 1. 

Bankruptcy — Principal and Surety — Discharge—Defenses—Pleas—Puis 
Darreign Continuance.—In proper instances, the surety on the defend- 
ant’s undertaking to stay execution on appeal may successfully plead 
in the State court the defendant’s discharge in bankruptcy puwis 
darreign continuance. Murray v. Bass, 318. 


BANKS AND BANKING. See Contracts, 15; Bills and Notes, 4, 6; Execu- 
tion, 3; Attachment, 7. 


1. Banks and Banking—Principal and Agent—Cashier—-Personal Interest 
—Implied Powers of Agency—Inquiry as to Agert’s Authority —A 
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eashier of a bank has no implied authority, by virtue of his position, 
to bind the bank by a transaction with another, in which, with the 
knowledge of the other party, express or implied, he is acting for his 
own interest alone, and not that of the bank for which he is cashier ; 
and where such third party relies upon a transaction of this character 
as a credit upon a note he owes the bank, the burden is upon him 
to show that such authority has been actually or impliedly given the 
cashier by the board of directors or other officers of the bank having 
this power. Grady v. Bank, 158. 


2. Same—Dual Agencies—Equity—Innocent Parties—Negligence.—Where 
a cashier of a bank accepts as a credit upon his note a note given to 
the borrower by a concern which the cashier largely owns and con- 
trols, without the knowledge or consent of the directors or other 
proper officers of the bank: Held, the borrower was put upon notice 
of the want of authority of the cashier to act for the bank in this 
respect, and he is not entitled to have such credit allowed upon his 
note to the bank. Jbdid. 


3. Banks and Banking—Cashier—Principal and Agent—Deposits—Over- 
drafts—Where a cashier of a bank, in his individual capacity, and 
for his own private use, purchases an automobile and promises to 
deposit the purchase price to the seller’s credit at the bank, to meet 
his draft therefor; but the cashier falls to make the deposit and 
carries the amount on the books of the bank as an overdraft of the 
seller, and this is done without the Knowledge of the directors or 
other officers of the bank: Held, the seller is responsible on the 
failure of the cashier to make the deposit as promised, for the 
amount of his overdraft in an action by the bank. Bank v. West, 220. 


4, Same—Want of Authority—Knowledge Imputed.—Knowledge of a 
transaction by a cashier of a bank made with a depositor for the 
cashier’s sole benefit against the interest of the bank, will not be 
imputed to the bank, and the bank will not be bound thereby in the 
absence of actual knowledge. Jbdid. 


5. Banks and Banking—Overdrafts—Notice—Knowledge of Depositors— 
Notice Imputed—Principal and Agent—Amntagonistic Interests.—A 
cashier of a bank cannot bind the bank by permitting a depositor to 
overdraw his account for the sole personal interest of the cashier for 
the agent’s interest is antagonistic to that of his principal. The 
depositor is affected with knowledge of the status of his own account 
with the bank, and the fact that the bank fails to notify him of the 
overdraft cannot defeat the latter’s recovery upon the overdraft even 
if there is no fraud. Jbid. 


6. Banks and Banking—Interpleader—Drafts—Burden of Proof—Agency 
for Collection—Questions of Law—Trials.—Where the proceeds of a 
draft have been attached in the hands of a local bank, a forwarding 
bank that intervenes and claims independent title has the burden of 
proof of its right to the fund; and where the draft has not thereon 
been endorsed to it, and there is no evidence in its behalf to show 
that it had not reserved the right to charge it against the drawer’s 
account, if returned unpaid, but only a conclusion of law to that effect 
testified to by an officer of the intervener, a judgment against it by 
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the trial judge, as a matter of law, will be upheld on appeal, upon 
the principle that the intervening bank has not disproved it was an 
agency for collection only. Temple v. LaBerge, 252. 


BENEVOLENT SOCIETIES. See Insurance, 1, 2. 


BETTERMENTS. 


1. Betterments—Hquity—Damages—E jectment—Mortgages—Purchasers— 
Sales.—In an action of ejectment there was evidence tending to show 
that the illegitimate daughter of the owner of lands was induced by 
her father to build a dwelling upon a certain three acres under her 
father’s promise of a gift thereof; but that thereafter, the father 
becoming mad with her, he agreed with the plaintiff that the latter 
should bid in the land at a sale under mortgage he had given, and 
hold title for him, the mortgagor, which was accordingly done at a 
grossly inadequate price, the transaction between the father and the 
daughter having been with the plaintiff's knowledge: Held, the 
defendants, the daughter and her husband, under a favorable verdict 
and proper instructions, were entitled to recover in equity the increase 
in value to the lands caused by the improvements they had placed 
thereon, without reduction for the rental value of such improvements, 
for the time they had occupied the dwelling. Albea v. Griffin, 22 
N. C., 9, cited and applied. Gray v. Davis, 95. 


2. Same—Notice—Evidence—In this action of ejectment, upon the defense 
to hold the purchaser at a foreclosure sale liable in equity for im- 
provements the defendants had placed on the mor“gagor’s land, the 
evidence is held sufficient that the plaintiff had purchased for the 
mortgagor with notice or knowledge of the defendants’ equitable 
claim. Ibid. 


3. Same—Declarations of Purchaser—Deeds and Conveyances—Title.— 
Where there is evidence sufficient to show that the plaintiff, in eject- 
ment, bought the lands through a purchaser at a foreclosure sale for 
the mortgagor, subject to the defendant’s equitable claim for im- 
provements thereon, it was competent for the dej'endant to testify 
that the purchaser told her, before he had made the deed to the 
plaintiff, that he had bought it for the mortgagor, it being in deroga- 
tion of his title under which the plaintiff claimed, eontradictory of 
the purchaser’s affidavit in corroboration of the inadequacy of the 
consideration paid, and the other evidence in this case tending to 
show the entire transaction. Ibid. 


BIDS. See Judgments, 8. 
BILLS OF LADING. See Carriers, 4, 16, 19; Judgments, 5; Pleadings, 2. 


BILLS AND NOTES. See Contracts, 4, 7; Attachment, 5. 


1. Bills and Notes—Notes—Negotiable Instruments—Frceud—tTitle—Acqui- 
sition by Original Payee—Holder in Due Course—Eurden of Proof.— 
Where the fraud of a payee of a negotiable note would render the 
instrument invalid originally in his hands, it will also render the 
instrument invalid in his hands when, with notice of! and participating 
in the fraud, another has acquired the note by endorsement for value, 
and, in turn, has endorsed the same to the origina’. payee for value; 
and the burden is upon the original payee in his action upon the note 
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to show that he had acquired the title as a holder in due course, when 
the defendant has shown the infirmity in the instrument. C. S8., 3040. 
Pierce v. Carlton, 175. 


2. Bills and Notes—Notes—Negotiable Instruments—Fraud—Title—Origt- 
nal Payee—Holder in Due Course.—The payee of a negotiable instru- 
ment, that he has procured by fraud, may not acquire a valid title 
by afterwards acquiring the same from a bona fide holder in due 
course, who had no knowledge of the infirmity of the instrument. 
Ibid. 


8. Bills and Notes—Negotiable Instruments—Drafis—Intervener—Title— 
Burden of Proof.—An intervener claiming the proceeds of a draft 
attached in the plaintiff’s action, in order to recover, must make out 
his claims and show title to the property attached. Mangum v. Grain 
Co., 181. 


4. Same—Banks and Banking—Holder in Due Course—Prima Facie Case. 
Where it is shown that the draft, the subject of plaintiff's attachment, 
had been duly executed, made payable to the intervener and in its 
possession, it raises the presumption that the intervener became a 
holder in due course; and with the other evidence in this case: Held, 
sufficient to establish a prima facie case of the intervener’s bona fide 
ownership and to leave the issue for the jury to determine, under a 
proper instruction. Jbid., 


5. Same—Depositors—Instructions—Agency for Collection.—The plaintiff 
attached the proceeds of a draft in the hands of a local bank for a 
debt against the defendant nonresident drawer, which had been sent 
by the intervener bank where the defendant deposited. The evidence 
raised the question as to whether the intervener was a purchaser in 
due course or merely received the draft for collection. The draft was 
endorsed to the intervener bank, and there was evidence that it had 
no authority to charge it back to the drawer, if unpaid, but was taken 
with other collateral for the defendant’s debt to it under a plan for 
substituting securities, ete.: Held, it was correct to charge the jury 
that if the intervener bank was a purchaser for value without notice, 
it became prima facie the owner; but if by express agreement or one 
implied from the course of dealing, the intervener had a right to 
charge back the draft to the depositor, if unpaid, it was an agency 
for collection. Ibid. 


6. Bilis and Notes—Negotiable Instruments—Banks and Banking—Pur- 
chase—Due Course—Where one of two partners has given his indi- 
vidual note to the other to be discounted at a bank, and the one thus 
acting as the agent for the other has placed the proceeds to the part- 
nership credit, and has checked it out for partnership purposes, in 
the firm’s name, the maker of the note is guilty of negligence in not 
notifying the bank of his partner’s want of authority to thus check 
out the funds until after the maturity of the note; and the bank, being 
an innocent purchaser for value and in due course may recover on 
the note, irrespective of the question of whether the maker of the 
note had received benefit from the transaction. Crutchfleld v. Rowe, 
210. 


7. Same—Evidence—Upon the question of whether a bank, discounting a 
note of an individual partner, at the instance of his copartner, was a 
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purchaser in due course for value, without notice, it is competent for 
the cashier, as both substantive and corroborative evidence, to testify 
that the partner making the transaction informed him at the time 
that the proceeds were the contribution of the maker to the partner- 
ship funds, and also in contradiction of the maker’s evidence of the 
lack of the authority of his partner to place the proceeds to the part: 
nership credit, and check on it in the partnership mame for partner- 
ship purposes, upon which he relies in defense to the bank’s action 
upon the note. Jbid. 


8. Same—Principal and Agent—Partnership.—Where a partner makes his 
individual note and gives it to his copartner to have discounted at a 
bank, it is with the ordinary implied authority fcr the partner so 
acting to place the proceeds to the partnership credit, and check it out 
under the partnership name for partnership purposes; and the bank 
discounting the note without notice of the maker’s claim to the con- 
trary is a purchaser in due course, and may recover in its action upon 
the note against the maker. Jbdid. 


BONDS. See Schools, 1, 2, 3. 5, 9; Statutes, 4; School Districts. 1, 9, 11; 
Attachment, 4; Appeal and Error, 20, 88; Principal and Surety, 1; Roads 
and Highways, 1; Judgments, 18. 


BONUS. See Employer and Employee, 3. 


BOUNDARIES. See Deeds and Conveyances, 1, 3; Appeal and Error, 12; 
Evidence, 5; Instructions, 4; Adjoining Landowners, 1. 


BREACH. See Damages, 1; Easements, 1. 
BRIEFS. See Appeal and PFrror, 1, 8, 31, 52. 


BURDEN OF PROOF. See Appeal and Error, 3, 40; Bills and Notes, 1. 3; 
Carriers, 3; Contracts, 10; Deeds and Conveyances, 8; Banks and Bank- 
ing, 6; Attachment, 7; Vendor and Purchaser, 1; Evidence, 8; Homicide. 1. 


CANCELLATION. See Trusts, 1. 
CAPIAS. See Criminal Law, 5. 
CAPTIONS. See Statutes, 10. 


CARRIERS. See Railroads, 1. 

1. Carriers of Freight—Railroads—Damages.—Where a railroad company 
has received for shipment a lot of “log chains,” and has negligently 
failed to deliver a part of them, and the consignee is under contract 
with third parties to do certain work for the consignor with them. 
and had promised the latter to return them, or their value if lost, 
after the work had been done: Held, the carrier is responsible in 
damages to the consignee for the loss of the chains. Coppersmith 
vo. R. R., 26. 


2. Same — Negligence — Consequential Damages—Notice—Instructions— 
Special Circumstances.—Where the railroad company is liable in dam- 
ages for such consignee’s loss caused by its negligence, and the con- 
signee also sues for consequential damages arising from an additional 
expense or a particular loss caused by being able to use only a part 
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of the shipment of “log chains,’ in performing his contract with the 
third parties, it is reversible error for the trial judge to submit only 
one issue as to damages, and charge the jury, in effect, that the 
carrier would be liable for the consequential damages, if sustained 
by the plaintiff and caused by the carrier’s negligence without more. 
Ibid. 


8. Carriers of Goods—Railroads—Negligence—Contracts—Special Dam- 
ages—Burden of Proof—Where the consignee sues the railroad com- 
pany for the value of certain “log chains” lost by the negligence of the 
defendant, and as consequential or additional damages, for the extra 
cost of performing a contract he had made with others, as resulting 
from this loss, it is required that the plaintiff show that the defend- 
ant had express notice of the particular use for which the chains 
were required; or notice implied from the nature of the shipment or 
the circumstances indicating their use, which does not appear under 
the facts of this case. /bdid. 


4, Carriers of Goods—Railroads—Bills of Lading—Stipulations.—The rea- 
sonableness of the stipulations of an interstate bill of lading is to be 
determined by the Federal law and decisions. Thigpen v. R. R., 38. 


5. Same—Contracts.—The stipulation in an interstate bill of lading that 
“suits for loss, damage, or delay shall be instituted only within two 
years and one day after delivery (by the carrier) of the property, or, 
in case of failure to make delivery, then within two years and one 
day after a reasonable time for delivery has elapsed,” is upheld as a 
reasonable one. Jbid. 


6. Same—Limitation of Actions—Statutes—A reasonable stipulation in a 
contract of carriage with a railroad company for an interstate ship- 
ment of goods, as to the time wherein suit may be brought for loss 
or damage, is a part of the contract between the parties, and being 
made without exception, is not suspended by our State statute, C. S., 
412, providing that “in case a person dies before the expiration of the 
time limited for the commencement thereof, and the cause of action 
survives, an action may be commenced by his representative after the 
expiration of that time, and within one year from his death. Jbdid. 


7. Carriers of Goods—Railroads—Damages—-Penalty—Statutes—Filing of 
Claim.—Under the terms of our statute, C. S., 3524, imposing, in favor 
of the consignee, a penalty upon the carrier for loss of or damage 
to goods while in its possession, if not paid, “within ninety days after 
the filing of such claim by the consignee with the carrier’s agent at 
the point of destination or at the point of delivery to another carrier”: 
Held, the filing is sufficient if delivered to the designated agent for 
that purpose, and so received by him. Hugles v. R. R., 66. 


8. Same—United States Mail.—The essential things for the proper filing 
of the claim against the common carrier for damages, and for the 
penalty under the provisions of C. S., 3524, being its delivery to and 
acceptance by the carrier’s designated agent, such filing is not re- 
stricted to its manual delivery, but the same may be done through the 
agency of the United States mail. Jbdid, 


9. Same—Evidence—Prima Facie—Conflicting Hvidence—Questions for 
Jury—Trials—Where the consignee properly addresses, stamps, and 
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mails his claim for such loss or damage at a postoffice of the United 
States Government, it will be presumed that it was delivered, as 
addressed, in the usual course of the mails, and a denial of delivery 
by the carrier raises a conflict of evidence thereon ‘for the determina- 
tion of the jury, and the carrier’s motion as of nonsuit is properly 
denied. Jdid. 


10. Carriers of Goods — Railroads — Penaliy — Statutes — Principal and 
Agent.—The penalty imposed by C. S., 3524, on the carrier to pay a 
claim for damages, ete., within ninety days after the filing of the 
claim by the consignee with carrier’s agent at the terminal point, etc., 
is to enforce obedience to the mandate of the law by punishment of 
the carrier, and the statute must be strictly construed, requiring the 
consignee to bring his case clearly within its language and meaning ; 
and in order to recover the penalty, the consignee must file his claim 
with the agent, as the statute directs, and the fling thereof with 
another of the carrier’s agents is insufficient. Jbdid. 


11. Carriers of Goods—Railroads—Director General—F'ederal Statutes— 
Substituted Agent — Motions — Parties — Nonsuit.-—An action, com- 
menced against the Government Railroad Administration during its 
control, and prior to 1 March, 1920, does not abate under the provi- 
sions of the Federal statute of 28 February, 1920; and there being 
no stated time in which the agent of the Government designated in 
substitution of the Director General must be made a party: Held, 
the motion of such agent to dismiss on that ground should be denied ; 
and “the cause proceed to judgment upon his being made the party 
defendant by the court, a recovery, if anything, to be promptly paid 
out of the revolving fund.” ‘The effect of the statute is otherwise 
when the action has been commenced since 1 March, 1920. Bagging 
Co. v. R. R., 73. 


12. Carriers of Passengers — Railroads — Care for Passengers — Rules— 
Damages.—lIt is the carrier’s duty to its passenge: to so enforce its 
reasonable rules of travel, that its employees will not subject the 
passengers to unnecessary assault, rudeness, or insult. Harrison v. 
R. R., 86. 


13. Same — Assault — Abusive Language — Mental Suffering—Damages. 
Where the conductor of a carrier on a passenger train unnecessarily 
assaults, insults, and abuses a passenger, causing him personal injury 
and humiliation in the presence of his fellow-rassengers, besides 
injuring his person, the passenger may recover damages for the injury 
to the person and to his feelings thereby caused. Jbid. 





14. Carriers of Passengers—Railroads—Rules—Care for Passengers—Dam- 
ages.—it is a reasonable regulation of the carrier that its passenger 
occupy only the one seat for which he has paid, and it may in a 
proper manner enforce this rule without liability jor damages, when 
the passenger has, in violation thereof, turned the back of the seat 
in front so that the seats faced each other, and reclined on one and 
placed his feet on the other. Jbdid. 


15. Same—Evidence.—The plaintiff, in an action for damages against the 
Carrier, was returning on the defendant’s train from a city wherein 
he had undergone a surgical operation, and a fellow-passenger, seeing 
his weak condition, and to relieve his suffering, had turned two seats 
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so as to face each other, so that the passenger could recline on one, 
with his feet on the other seat, seeing which, the conductor, in passing, 
suddenly and violently, and without notice, jerked the back of the 
seat whereon the plaintiff was sitting, causing him pain and suffering 
and the continued necessity for the injection of an opiate for several 
weeks. Upon evidence that the conductor knew the plaintiff, and his 
then physical condition, and that he was informed thereof at the 
time: Held, the jerking of the seat was an assault upon the plaintiff 
by the defendant’s conductor, for which the defendant was responsible 
in damages; and was also responsible for the insulting and abusive 
language he had used to the plaintiff in the presence of the other 
passengers in the coach, that was unnecessary under the circum- 
stances. Ibid. 


16. Carriers of Goods—Bills of Lading—Agreement as to Time of Bringing 
Action—Limitation of Actions.—In the absence of any unusual or 
extraordinary circumstances, an agreement between the common car- 
rier and its shipper may fix a reasonable period within which the 
shipper shall bring action for damages caused by the carrier’s breach 
of its duty to transport the shipment, which will prevail in its 
enforcement over a longer time fixed by the general statute of limita- 
tions. Divon v. Davis, 207. 


1%. Carriers—Railroads—Commerce—Federal Law.—Where a common ¢ar- 
rier is sued in the courts of this State for damages for personal 
injury alleged to have been caused by the defendant while employed 
in interstate commerce, our courts apply the rule for the ascertain- 
ment of defendant’s actionable negligence recognized and enforced in 
the Federal courts. Soles v. R. R., 288. 


18. Same—Evidence—Questions for Jury—Nonsuit—Trials.—In an action 
to recover damages of carrier in interstate commerce for the negligent 
killing of its fagman sitting asleep or apparently unconscious on the 
vail of defendant’s track in front of an approaching train, the liability 
on the part of the defendant for the negligence of its engineer, on 
the issue of negligence, depends upon whether he had exercised due 
eare after discovering the perilous condition of the plaintiff’s intes- 
tate, and the evidence in this case was sufficient to take the case to 
the jury. The difference between the rule as applied under the State 
and Federal decisions discussed by WALKER, J. Jbid. 


19. Carriers—Refusal of Shipment—Carriers of Goods—Railroads—Com- 
merce—Bills of Lading—Order, Notify—aInterstate Commerce—Stor- 
age—Options—Negligence—Public Warehouses.—By accepting a bill 
of lading from the initial carrier of an interstate shipment of goods, 
approved by the Interstate Commerce Commission under the authority 
of Congress, the consignor becomes bound by its terms; and where, 
upon an interstate shipment “to order notify,” the person to be notified 
has refused it, and the consignor has been duly notified, the exercise 
of the option given in the bill of lading to store the goods in a public 
warehouse without liability, releases the railroad from all liability, 
either as a common carrier or warehouseman, and the destruction by 
fire of the goods while thus stored cannot be considered as its negli- 
gence, or permit recovery against the initial carrier, in the line of 
transportation, under the Carmack (now Cummins) Amendment. 
Hosiery Mills v. Hines, 356. 
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20. Carriers of Goods—Express Companies--Contracts—W aiver—Limita- 
tion by Contract—The principles of law involved in this action to 
recover for a part loss in the shipment of currency, etc., while in 
defendant company’s possession under its contract of carriage, relating 
to a waiver by the defendant of the stipulation that demands for the 
alleged loss be made against the carrier in ninety days, ete., and the 
commencement of the suit within a year, etc., are decided in Dizon 
v. Davis, ante, 207; Thigpen v. R. R., ante, 33. Hosiery Co. v. Express 
Co., 478. 


CARRIERS OF FREIGHT. See Carriers; Damages, 3; Judgments, 5; Plead- 
ings, 2; Evidence, 8. 


CARRIERS OF PASSENGERS. See Carriers; Employer and Employee, 6. 
CASE. See Appeal and Error, 14, 44, 55. 

CASHIER. See Banks and Banking, 1, 8. 

CAUSE OF ACTION. See Actions, 11; Appeal and Error, 33, 34. 
CAVEAT. See Wills, 3. 

CERTIORARI. See Appeal and Error, 14, 55; Habeas Corpus, 1. 
CHARACTER. See Homicide, 1; Witnesses, 38. 

CHARGE. See Instructions. 

CHATTEL MORTGAGE. See Receivers, 1. 


CHILD. See Mortgages, 3; Rule in Shelley’s Case, 5; Ccnstitutional Law, 4; 
Statutes, 8, 12. 


CHOSES IN ACTION. See Execution, 1. 

CITIES AND TOWNS. See Municipal Corporations, 1, 2, 4. 
CLAIMS. See Carriers, 7; Attachment, 2. 

CLAIM AND DELIVERY. See Judgments, 4. 

CLERKS OF COURT. See Verdict, 1; Pleadings, 5; Criminal Law, 5. 
COLLATERAL AGREEMENTS. See Contracts, 22. 

COLLATERAL ATTACK. See School Districts, 8. 

COLLATERAL SECURITY. See Executions, 3. 

COLLECTION. See Contracts, 15; Bills and Notes, 5; Banks and Banking, 6. 
COLOR. See Evidence, 6; Instructions, 4; Trespass, 3. 

COMMERCE. See Carriers, 17, 19. 

COMMISSIONERS. See Injunction, 1; Roads and Highways. 
COMMISSIONER OF AGRICULTURE. See Contracts, 6. 

COMMON LAW. See Executions, 1; Evidence, 12, 15. 
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COMPENSATION, See Damages, 4. 
COMPENSATORY DAMAGES. See Slander, 4. 


COMPROMISE AND SETTLEMENT. 

Compromise and Settlement—Statutes—Distinctive Items of Damages— 
Receipts.—Where the plaintiff’s damages, caused by the defendant’s 
breach of contract, are based upon two distinctive items. one for the 
loss he has sustained in preparing to fulfill his part of the contract, 
and the other for the loss of profits he would have received except 
for the defendant's breach, the plaintiff’s agreeing upon and receiving 
compensation for the first item does not preclude a recovery upon 
the second one, under the provisions of our statute relating to com- 
promises, C. 8., 895, or by a receipt he has given therefor, when it 
appears that the settlement had been made in contemplation of the 
first item alone, without reference to the second, the subject of the 
action. Garland v. Improvement Co., 552, 


CONDEMNATION. See Municipal Corporations, 2, 4. 
CONDITIONS. See Insurance, 5; Contracts, 30, 32. 
CONCURRENT JURISDICTION. See Intoxicating Liquors, 9. 
CONFIDENTIAL RELATIONS. See Limitation of Actions, 4. 
CONFIRMATION. See Contracts, 17; Appeal and Error, 30. 
CONFLICT OF RULES. See Supreme Court, 2. 

CONSENT. See Appeal and Error, 22, 29; Judgments, 17. 


CONSIDERATION. See Corporations, 2; Judgments, 16; Contracts, 25; 
Employer and Employee, 3. 


CONSOLIDATION. See Actions, 2, 3; School Districts, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10; Con- 
stitutional Law, 9; Schools, 5. 


CONSOLIDATED STATUTES. 


SEc. 
7. The husband entitled to wife’s land, under the will of her father as 
personalty, under the doctrine of conversion. See secs. 187, 187 (8). 
McIver v. McKinney, 398. 


1387. Where the daughter takes land by will from her father as personalty, 
under the doctrine of conversion, and dies without child or repre- 
sentative of such, leaving a husband, the husband takes the property 
as personalty subject to the demands of creditors; C. 8. 187 (8) not 
applying. Jbdid. 

412. A reasonable stipulation in a bill of lading as to time in which action 
may be brought is a matter of contract and not regarded as a 
statute of limitation. Thigpen v. R. R., 33. 


412, The time between the death of deceased and the qualification of his 
personal representative is not counted against the action of claim- 
ants against the estate. Irvin v, Harris, 547. 

487 et seq. Defendant railroad not appealing from final judgment obtained 
during Federal control, may be sued upon the judgment after 
property restored to it. King v. R. R., 442. 
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SEc. 

441 (9). The plaintiff must show not only ignorance of the fraud, but that 
he could not have discovered it in the exercise of proper diligence. 
Latham v. Latham, 55. 


443 (2). This statute will not bar right of action against justice of the 
peace for penalty for performing marriage ceremony without license, 
when brought within a year. Wooley v. Bruton, 438. 


460. Where a garnishee bank alleges its forwarding bank is the real party, 
and that it is a mere stakeholder, the forwarding bank should be 
made a party. Temple v. Hay Co., 239. 


466. Application for extension of time to plead should be made to the judge 
and not to clerk, when time had expired before ch. 304, Public Laws 
of 1921, went into effect. Campbell v. Asheville, 492. 


504. An assumption of defendant’s unadmitted guilt upon the State’s evi- 
dence, in the charge, is reversible error. S. v. Sparks, 745. 


511. A nonresident entering special appearance and demurring to jurisdic- 
tion must confine himself to that ground and not plead to merits. 
Motor Co. v. Reaves, 260. 


527. A warrant of attachment erroneously addressed to improper officer 
may be amended by order of court. Temple v. LaBerge, 252. 


547. The exercise of the sound discretion of the trial judge in allowing 
amendments to pleadings is nonreviewable in Supreme Court. Fay 
v. Crowell, 415. 


547. The judge properly allowed amendment to complaint to allege some 
of the defendants had acquired the interest of the others in the 
subject matter of the action. Redmond v. Insurance Co., 480. 


564. Judge instructing the jury that defendant’s absence from court is a 
circumstance of fraud is an expression of opinion forbidden by 
statute. Greene v. Newsome, ‘7. 


564. An instruction upon the principles of fraud applicable to facts of the 
ease is only required. Wéilliams v. Hedgepeth, 7.14. 


564. An omission of a principle of law from the charge that works sub- 
stantial prejudice, is in itself reversible error. Bowen v. Schnib- 
ben, 248. 


567. Defendant waives his right under his motion to nonsuit upon intro- 
ducing evidence after his motion upon plaintiff’s evidence has been. 
overruled, and not reviewing the motion upon conclusion of all the 
evidence. Wooley v. Bruton, 488. 


595. Judgment by default final is permissible when coraplaint alleges one 
or more causes of action and breach of an express or implied con- 
tract to pay absolutely or upon contingency a sum fixed by the con- 
tract or computable therefrom. The failure to answer admits alle- 
gations of complaint, the sufficiency being a matter of legal con- 
struction. Beard v. Sovereign Lodge, 154. 


613. This section does not apply to judgments signed out of term by con- 
sent, when third persons are not prejudiced. Chemical Co. ». 
Long, 3898. 
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SEC. 

650. The surety on supersedeas bond on appeal is not released by princi- 
pal’s adjudication in bankruptcy after the appeal has been properly 
dismissed by the Superior Court as abandoned. Murray v. Bass, 
318. 


663. Where lien on specific property is insufficient, judgment in personam 
may be obtained. Boseman v. McGill, 216. 


711, 714, 717, 723. No lien on judgment debtor’s choses in action acquired 
by supyiemental proceedings. Grocery Co. v. Newman, 370. 


712, 719. Lands sold by commissioner to satisfy lien not being sufficient at a 
fair sale, order for supplementary proceeding to examine third 
persons, to enforce judgment in personam is permissible. Bose- 
man v. McGill, 215. 


721. Facts sufficient for order to examine opposing party in supplementary 
proceedings. Boseman v. McGill, 216. 


821. See sec. 840. Templeton v. Hay Co., 289. 
886. See sec. 2306 and apply. Rogers v. Booker, 1838. 


840. The bond required in attachment has no application to a garnishee 
bank claiming no interest but that of a stakeholder. TZemple v. 
Hay Co., 289. 

895. This does not apply to a distinctive element of damage from that of 
element compromised. Garland vu. Improvement Co., 581. 


900. Affidavit in this held sufficient to sustain order for examination of 
adverse party to the action. Whitehurst v. Hinton, 11. 

1126 (3). Any device duly adopted by the corporation as its seal, as the 
word seal within a scroll. is sufficient for the corporation’s deed. 
Bailey v. Hassell, 450. 

1534. Appellant does not necessarily lose his right of appeal by failure to 
give supersedeas bond and paying judgment appealed from, Bank 
v. Miller, 598. 

1664, Superior Court has exclusive jurisdiction to award custody of minor 
children pending and after divorcee. Sec. 2241 applies when 
parents otherwise live apart, without suing for divorce. In re 
Blake, 278. 


2116-18. See sec, 564. Bowen v. Schnibben, 248. 


2212, 2218, 2214. Where the jurors are not disqualified a substantial com- 
pliance in drawing their names from the boxes, ete., is not suffi- 
cient ground upon which to quash the verdict. S. v. Matiard, 667. 


2241. See sec. 1664. In re Blake, 278. 

2306. The second mortgagee is only required to pay the principal to the first 
mortgagee for the assignment to him of the first mortgage, when the 
latter is affected by usury. Broadhurst v. Brooks, 128. 


2306. Where the first mortgage is tainted with usury, a judgment ordering 
sale of automobile should direct payment of first mortgage lien 
without interest, with surplus to defendant after deducting cost, 
and any payment made by purchaser on the first mortgage lien, ete. 
Rogers v. Booker, 188. 
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SEc. 
2498-9. The statute of limitation in action to recover the penalty will not 
bar the right of action within a year from the performance of the 
marriage ceremony. Wooley v. Bruton, 488. 


2617 et seq. The violation of sections regulating automobiles upon a highway 
may be received in evidence, in proper instances, upon a trial for 
murder or manslaughter or of an assault. S. v. Sudderth, 758. 


2791-2. The courts will not interfere with the discretionary powers of 
municipal authorities as to the taking of lands to widen its streets 
when no abuse of this discretion is manifest. Zee v. Waynesville, 
565. 


2937. The board of trustees of Newberry Academy have tie authority under 
this section and relevant statutes, to issue bonds to take upon 
indebtedness incurred under stringent financial conditions. Jones 
v. New Bern, 181. 


3039. The fraud of the original payee will render the note after acquired by 
him from a holder without notice, void for his ?raud in its incep- 
tion. Pierce v. Carlton, 175. 


3040. Upon nonresident forwarding bank showing prima facie that it pur- 
chased by draft the proceeds of which are attached in local bank, 
and issue of fact is raised. Sterling Mills v. Milling Co., 460. 


3326. The literal compliance with this section as to corporate seal is not 
necessary if substantially complied with, with reasonable presump- 
tion in favor of regularities, of which parol evidence may be re- 
eeived. Bailey v. Hassell, 450. 


3354-5. The defects, if any, in the use of a proper corporate seal and the 
signatures of its officers incurred under the facts of this case. 
Bailey v. Hassell, 450. 


3379, 8383, 3885. Evidence that defendant’s place of business was bad for 
selling liquor is hearsay and incompetent upon a trial for violating 
these sections. 8S. v. Springs, 768. 


3385. Evidence held sufficient to sustain verdict. S. v. Bradshaw, 680. 


3408. The innocent mortgagee of an automobile does not lose his lien by 
the unlawful transportation of liquors therein »y the mortgagor. 
Motor Co. v. Jackson, 328. 


3406. Witnesses on the second trial of defendant in a criminal action may 
testify to matters tending to incriminate him that he himself had 
testified to on the preliminary trial without objection. S. v. Bur- 
nett, 783. 

3409. Prisoner indicted for unlawful manufacturing is guilty when aiding 
therein is proven. S. v. Grier, 7238. 

3524, The filing with the carrier’s agent is sufficient under this section, and 
may be given through the United States mail. The terms of the 
statute should be strictly construed. Eagles v. PR. R., 66. 

4145. A will admitted to probate is held valid unless otherwise judicially 
determined. New Bern v. Leigh, 166. 


4171. This section does not control a local law making in effect the manu- 
facture and sale of spirituous liquor a felony. S. v. Burnett, 783. 
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SEc. 
4200. Where the judge by his charge erroneously deprives the defendant of 
his right to the principles applying to manslaughter, under his 
charge as to murder, it is reversible. &. v. Thomas, 757. 


4447-9, Absolute divorce does not relieve father for willful abandonment of 
children. S. v. Bell, 702. 


4515. The two-year statute does not apply when a local law applicable, 
makes the manufacture and sale of intoxicating liquor a felony. 
S. v. Burnett, 783. 


4560, 4568, 4572. The statutes making record evidence on the preliminary 
trial evidence in the second one, with certain restrictions, is an 
extension of the principle upon which evidence of this character 
may be admitted. 8S. v. Maynard, 658. 


4648. Where the State’s and defendant’s evidence are substantially the 
same, and tends to exculpate the defendant, his motion of nonsuit 
should be granted. S. v. Fulcher, 668. 


4697-8. Statutes are constitutional, and user must show deficiency in analy- 
sis by Agricultural Department as a basis for recovering damages to 
erop alleged to have thereby been caused. Pearsall v. Eakins, 291. 


4742-8-4-9. In an action by the seller upon the note given by the purchaser 
of foodstuff, the plaintiff, it is necessary for the plaintiff to have 
complied with the requirements of these sections. Miller v. Howell, 
119, 


5473. The constitutionality of the consolidation of a school district authorized 
by statute is not presented in the absence of the question of taxa- 
tion. Board of Education v. Bray, 484. 


5523. The requirements of an election for an additional special tax for 
school districts, ch. 87. Public Laws of 1920, is not in substitution 
for the provisions of this section, but in addition thereto. Story v. 
Comrs., 337. 


5530. Non-special school tax territory combined with special tax territory 
must separately vote in approval of a bond issue for the combined 
district. Barnes v. Comrs., 325. 


5530. It appearing that the non-special tax school territory combined in a 
district with former districts having a special tax, had separately 
voted for the special tax in question, the election is held to be 
constitutional. Board of Education v. Bray, 4838. 


5533. The provisions of this section, as to an election for bonds in a school 
district within two years does not affect an authority given a city 
or district by special statute. Story v. Comrs., 336. 


5926. Applies to bond issues by school districts, and failure to give pre- 
liminary notice of new registration is not alone sufficient to invali- 
date the bonds. Miller v. School District, 197. 


6042. The power to review election returns is given te precinct registrar and 
judges of election; and when the county board of elections has 
assumed to exercise the power, mandamus will lie to compel them to 
tabulate the returns made by the proper authorities. Rowland v. 
Board of Education, 78. 
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SEc. 


7768. Property used by an institution for “church, school or charitable pur- 


poses,” that is exempt from taxation, does not include lands de- 
tached and rented and otherwise used. Trustees v. Avery, 469. 


7979. Semble the remedy of a taxpayer is to pay illega). tax under protest 


and sue for recovery, and not by injunctive relief when bonds have 
been issued and proceeds distributed. Galloway v. Board of Edu- 
cation, 245. 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. See Supreme Court, 2; Schools, 3; School Dis- 


tricts, 5; Actions, 5, 10; Taxation, 7; Appeal and Error, 47: Evi- 
dence, 14; Intoxicating Liquor, 8, 9. 
1. Constitutional Law—-Ractal Discrimination.—Held, on this appeal, there 


was ho evidence to sustain an allegation that the constitutional inhi- 
bition against race discrimination in the distribution and use of the 
public schoo) funds had been violated, Galloway . Board of Educa- 
tion, 245. 


2. Constitutional Law-—School Districts--Local Legislation—Statutes.— 


Since the enforcement of the amendment to our Constitution, Art. IT, 
sec, 29, a special aet of the Legislature to establish or change the 
lines, ete., of a school district, and any proceedings under it, are null 
and void. Jbid. 


3. Constitutional Law-—Amendments—School Districts--Poll Tar—Appeal 


and Error—Costs.—Since the constitutional amendment of 1920, a 
tax by a school district upon the poll with the property tax, under a 
statute authorizing it, is unconstitutional as to the poll tax, and 
where the property tax is legal and valid, the taxation upon the poll 
will be eliminated, and the valid part upheld by the courts. On this 
appeal the cost is taxed equally between the parties. Burney v. 
Comrs., 275. 


4, Constitutional Laiw—Supreme Court—Supervisional Powers—Remedial 





Writs—Habeas Corpus—Divorce—Custody of Children—Courts— 
Jurisdiction—M otions—Notice.—Where a parent erroneously seeks the 
eustody of a minor child of the marriage by proceedings in habeas 
corpus, after decree of divorce has been entered upon suit in the 
eourt of a certain county, without providing therefor, the Supreme 
Court, on appeal, having regard for the best interest of such child 
vefore the motion can be made in the court having granted the divorcee, 
may exercise its powers given by Const., Art. IV, sec. 8, to generally 
supervise and control the proceedings of the inferior courts by 
remedial writ, or process; and on this appeal from an order of the 
Superior Court judge, erroneously hearing the matter upon proceed- 
ings in habeas corpus, the Supreme Court adjudges that the custody 
of the child shall remain with the mother, as directed by the judge 
hearing the same, until the mother can properly seek her relief upon 
motion made in the action granting the divorce at the next term of 
the said court, or as soon thereafter as the judge may hear the same, 
upon giving the respondent ten days previous notice of her applica- 
tion. In re Blake, 279. 


5. Constitutional Law—Statutes—Police Powers—Fertilizers—-Analysis— 


Agricultural Department—Evidence.—Statutes requiring evidence of 
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the analysis of fertilizer, made by a State department, showing a 
deficiency in the ingredients used therein and different from those 
represented in the warranty of sale, in order to recover for damages 
to crops caused by their use, are constitutional and valid within the 
exercise of the police powers of the State. C. 8., 4697, and recent 
amendments thereto. Pearsall v. Eakins, 291. 


6. Constitutional Law—Races—Negro—Schools—School Districts—Taza- 
tion.—A school district, made under the provisions of a private statute 
coterminous with the limits of a city, vesting in a school committee 
appointed under Public Laws of 1899, ch. 732, sec. 76, the sole control 
of the public schools of the city, by reference to a school district for 
each race is not a violation of our State Constitution, Art. IX, sec. 2, 
as a discrimination between the races, when by proper interpreta- 
tion it appears that the intent of the statute was to define the bounda- 
ries of a district where the races were to attend separate schools, 
without discrimination in the apportionment of the proceeds of the 
bonds, or school facilities: and the sale of the bonds may not be en- 
joined on that account. Story v. Comrs., 336. 


7. Constitutional Law—Statutes-——Interpretation.—The rules for the in- 
terpretation of statutes also apply to constitutional provisions, and 
therein the intent and purpose should be considered with regard to the 
object to be accomplished and the wrong to be prohibited or redressed ; 
and to determine whether the terms of a statute are unconstitutional, 
every presumption is in favor of the validity of the statute, and of the 
honesty of purpose of the Legislature to conform to the organic law 
with its restrictions and limitations; and the courts will sustain the 
constitutionality of the statute unless its invalidity, thus ascertained, 
is “clear, complete, and unmistakable,” or the nullity of the act is 
beyond question. Coble v. Comrs., 342. 


8. Same—State Agencies.—The purpose of the Constitution, as applied tc 
the subordinate provisions of the State Government, is not to weaken 
or destroy the power of the Legislature in its necessary control over 
them, but to preserve their cohesion and prevent their dismember- 
ment. Jbid. 


9. Same—Schools-—School Districts—Consolidation—Taxation—Statutes— 
Local or Special Laws.—Where special school tax districts have been 
combined with nontax territory, a public-local act to provide an addi- 
tional tax to that of the special tax districts, and to equalize the 
benefits among them all for the better equipment of the schools, better 
pay for the teachers, the transportation of the scholars, expressly 
leaving intact the boundary lines and management of the schools of 
each of the districts so consolidated, the question of this supple- 
mentary taxation to be submitted to the voters of the enlarged or 
consolidated district made for the purpose, is not in contravention of 
Art. II, sec. 29, of the State Constitution, prohibiting the Legislature 
from enacting local, private, or special acts establishing or changing 
the lines of school districts. Jbid. 


10. Same—Elections—Approval of Electors—Special school tax districts 
may be consolidated and their lines established within a county, where 
no special tax has been imposed, without the approval of the voters 
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thereof; and where special tax and nonspecial tax territory have 
been consolidated, a statute which authorizes an additional tax for 
school purposes upon the approval of a majority of the qualified voters 
of the district so formed, the proceeds to be equalized among the 
special tax and nonspecial tax territory, without impairing the exist- 
ing obligations of the former, does not come within the inhibition of 
our State Constitution, Art. VII, see. 7,"as to agencies of the State 
Government pledging their faith, loaning their credit, or levying a tax, 
unless approved by a majority of the qualified voters, etc. Jbid. 


11. Same—Contracts—Federal Constitution.—The question as to whether a 


statute authorizing an additional tax for a consolidated school district, 
composed of special tax and nonspecial tax territory, impairs the 
obligation of the contract of the tax territory in issuing bonds, U. 8. 
Const., Art. I, sec. 10, cannot be raised in a suit by the taxpayers in 
the district, but only by the bondholders, or those who have a legal or 
equitable right arising under the contract: and semble, under the 
facts of this case, the bondholders’ rights were preserved by the 
requirement of the statute that the new district assume and pay the 
obligation of the old district. Jbid. 


12, Constitutional Law — Taration — Exemptions — Statutes.—The funda- 


mental principle of our Constitution, as to the taxing of property, is 
that all property shall be taxed uniformly so as to equalize its burdens, 
except that which is either expressly exempt by the Constitution 
itself or by the Legislature within the limits prescribed by the Con- 
stitution; and the courts will strictly construe such exemptions, and 
resolve all doubts in favor of liability to taxation. Trustees v. Avery, 
469. 


13. Same—Religious Purposes—Schools—Education—Lands—Rentals.—An 


institution created by statute to provide for the Christian education 
of boys and girls in a certain locality, and to do other institutional 
work, in which its property is exempt from taxation as long as it 
shall be used for “church, school, or charitable purposes,’ does: not 
include within its tax exempting terms, either undor its charter or 
under the general law relating to the subject, Laws 1921, ch. 38, see. 
72 (4); C. S., 7768, lands from which the rentals are applied to edu- 
eational purposes alone: in this case, to a tract of land three miles 
distant from that upon which the corporation conducts its operations, 
a portion of which has been cleared and rented out for a part of the 
crop, and also used for grazing purposes. Ibid. 


14. Constitutional Law — Contracts — Vested Rights — School Districts— 


Schools—Taration.—The constitutional amendment of 1920 will not 
have the effect of relating back and invalidating taxation on the polls 
in a school district which had met the constitutional requirement 
before the amendment had become the law; for such would have the 
effect of impairing vested rights existing under a valid contract. 
Board of Education v. Bray, 485. 


15. Constitutional Law—Tavration.—The State Constitution invests ex- 


clusive authority in the Legislature to levy taxes, Art. V, sec. 3, 
which may not be interfered with by the courts, a codrdinate part of 
the Government, when it is exercised within the constitutional restric- 
tions. Art. I, see. & Person v. Watts, 499. 
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16. Constitutional Law—Mandamus—Actions—Controversy.—While either 
the relator or respondent may raise constitutional questions for the 
Court to pass upon in proceedings for mandamus, they must be mate- 
rial to the determination of the rights of the parties, so as to conclude 
them by judgment in the controversy presented to the courts; and the 
courts will not pass upon such questions when they merely present 
abstract principles not so related to the subject-matter of the action. 
Laws 1921, ch. 34, sec. 4. Ibid. 


17. Constitutional Law—Trial by Jury—Criminal Law—Facts Agreed.—In 
order for a conviction of a criminal offense, including misdemeanors, 
it is required by Article I, section 18, of our State Constitution that 
the final sentence be upon a “unanimous verdict of a jury of good and 
lawful men in open court,” etce., and the accused cannot be lawfully 
convicted otherwise, though he has agreed with the solicitor upon the 
facts in the case, under a plea of not guilty, and the judge has found 
him guilty upon the agreed facts, as a matter of law and imposed a 
sentence. S. v. Pulliam, 681. 


18. Same—Inferior Courts—-Superior Court—Trial de Novo,—The right to 
a trial by jury in a criminal action is preserved to the accused by a 
trial de novo in the Superior Court on appeal from a court of sub- 
ordinate jurisdiction, and conviction in the Superior Court cannot be 
had unless upon the verdict of the jury, in accordance with the pro- 
visions of Article I, section 18, of our State Constitution. Const., 
Art. I, sec. 12. Ibid. 


19. Same—Appeal and Error.—While the sentence in this criminal action 
was unlawfully imposed by the Superior Court upon the facts agreed, 
and the judgment is set aside, the Supreme Court, on appeal, passes 
upon the legal inferences upon which it is founded, under the reasons 
stated in 8S. v. Wells, 142 N. C., 596. Ibid. 


20. Constitutional Law—Statutes—Transaction of Business.—A statute 
which prohibits as a criminal offense the exposing of goods, merchan- 
dise, etc., for sale, and keeping open of a store on Sunday, except for 
the sale of drugs, etc., is constitutional and valid. Jbdid. 


21. Constitutional Law-—Federal Constitution—Limitation of Powers— 
Courts-—Procedure—Indictment—Grand Jury.— Article V of the Fed- 
eral Constitution, providing that “no person shall be held to answer 
for a capital or otherwise infamous crime unless on a presentment or 
indictment of a grand jury” is a limitation imposed on the powers of 
the Federal Government, and applies to the procedure in the Federal 
courts, and not to trials for the violation of our State statutes relat- 
ing to our liquor laws in the State courts. S. ». Pulliam, ante, 681, 
and other like cases, cited and applied. 8S. v. Beam, 730. 


22. Constitutional Law—Criminal Law—Preparation for Trial—Discretion 
of Court—Courts—Appeal and Error.—The question as to whether the 
defendant in a criminal action has sufficient time to prepare his de- 
fense before trial, and has thereby been deprived of his rights under 
the provisions of Article I, section 17, of our State Constitution, is one 
addressed to the sound discretion of the trial judge, which will not 
be reviewed on appeal when it is not made to appear that this dis- 
cretionary power has been abused by him. S. v. Burnett, 784. 
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ART. 
I, 


= 


II, 


Il, 


II, 


IT, 


Vil, 


sec. 8. The rules of practice by the Supreme Court will be observed 
over statutory interference, exception being as to courts of inferior 
jurisdiction. Cooper v. Comrs., 615; 8S. v. Ware, 618. 


sec. 8. Taxation in conformity with the terms of the statute will not 
be interfered with by the court, when the stetute is within the 
constitutional limits. Person v. Watts, 499. 


sec. 11. The right of the accused to confront, examine, ete., the State’s 
witnesses is not deprived him on the trial, when such was given 
him on preliminary examination. S. v. Maynard, 653. 


sec. 18. Conviction of criminal offense must be by verdict, and not 
upon facts agreed to with solicitor. S. v. Pulliwm, 681. 


sec. 17. It is within the sound legal discretion of the trial judge to 
determine whether the defendant in a criminal action is given suffi- 
cient time to prepare his defense before commencing his trial. S. v. 
Burnett, 783. 

sec. 29. A statute that permits an existing consolidated school district 
to issue bonds, does not change or establish new lines, ete., and is 
valid. Burney v. Comrs., 274. 

sec. 29. Statute allowing a supplemental tax for an existing combined 
school district is not unconstitutional. Coble v. Comrs., 342. 


sec. 29. Held, under the facts of this case, the result of an election 
in favor of a special tax in a consolidated school district of special 
with nonspecial school tax territory, is valid. Bourd of Education v. 
Bray, 484. 


sec. 29. A statute allowing an existing school district to submit the 
question of a bond issue to its electors, is not prohibited. Burney v. 
Comrs., 275. 

sec, 29. A statute authorizing an increase of school bonds for a dis- 
trict, established before the operative effect of this amendment, is 
constitutional. Roebuck v. Trustees, 144. 

sec. 29. Since the adoption of this amendment, an act to establish or 
change lines of a school district, is void. Galloway v. Board of 
Education, 245. 

sec. 9. State cannot be sued unless there is statutory or constitutional 
eonsent. Carpenter v. R. R., 400. 


sec. 3. Authority to tax is given exclusively to legislature; and where 
corporations are fully taxed and shareholders are expressly exempt, 
the courts may not interfere. Art. I, sec. 8. Person v. Watts, 499. 


sec. 7. A statute permitting a levy of a special tax by a combined 
school district, equalizing the proceeds among special and non- 
special tax territory as theretofore existing, is not invalid under 
the “faith and credit” clause of the Constitution. Coble v. Comra., 
342. 


sec. 2. A statute does not discriminate between the races that ap- 
portions the funds fairly in keeping up separate schools provided 
for them, Story v. Comrs., 336. 

sec, 4. Homestead may not be claimed against lien of judgment for 
furnishers of material given under the statute. Sugg v. Pollard, 494. 
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CONTENTIONS. See Instructions, 17. 
CONTRACTS. See Carriers, 3, 5, 20; Statutes, 5; Damages, 1, 2; Insurance, 


to 


~ 


4,5, 9; Principal and Agent, 2; Vendor and Purchaser, 1; Pleadings, 2; 
Highways, 4; Judgments, 16; Railroads, 1; Constitutional Law, 11, 14; 
Arbitration and Award, 1; Employer and Employee, 3; Limitation of 
Actions, &. 


Contracts, Written—Warranty—Parol Evidence—Receipts.—_Damages 
for breach of warranty on sale of cattle, as to number and disposition 
resting in parol, are recoverable in the warrantee’s action, and a re- 
ceipt for the purchase price thereof, in the ordinary form, not pur- 
porting to contain the full contract between the parties, does not 
exclude the admission of parol evidence of the warranty by its failure 
to contain the same. Sample v. Gray, 24. 


Contracts—Fraud—Promises—Intent to Deceive.—A promisor, not in- 


tending to perform his promise to pay for goods or lands, and who 
receives the goods or lands in consequence, and does not perform his 
promise, is guilty of such fraud or deceit as will set the contract aside 
at the suit of the other party to the contract. Williams v. Hedgepeth, 
114. 


Same—Deeds and Conveyances—Fraud—Equity.—A promise by defend- 


ant to perform necessary services to an old and enfeebled man, the 
plaintiff, which the defendant had not intended to, and which he did 
not, perform, and in consideration of which he had obtained a deed 
from the plaintiff to his lands, is evidence of fraud sufficient in equity, 
if established, to set aside the deed in plaintiff’s suit. Jbid. 


4, Contracts—Fraud—Stipulations—Parol Evidence—Principal and Agent 


A 


—Bills and Notes—Negotiable Instruments Stipulations in a written 
contract made by an agent in behalf of his principal that exclude all 
evidence of agreements made by the agent that are not contained in 
the written contract are maintainable when the contract itself is valid 
and enforceable; but where the verbal representations of the agent 
are fraudulent, and affect the existence of the contract, they are ad- 
missible to set it aside in its entirety. Miller v. Howell, 119. 


Contracts—Statutes—Pubdlic Policy—Frraud—Where a note is given in 


consideration of a contract concerning a transaction that is forbidden 
and made criminal by the public laws of the State, it is not enforce- 
able between the parties; and it is not required that the statute 
expressly declare the contract void. Ober v. Katzenstein, 160 N. C., 
439, cited and distinguished. Jbid. 


Same—TFoodstuffs—Commissioner of Agriculture-—Where a note is 


given in consideration of the sale of a foodstuff or “conditioner” com- 
ing within the provisions of C. S., 4742, requiring the seller to file with 
the Commissioner of Agriculture a statement of his purpose, a duly 
verified certificate as to its qualities, for registration, with a labeled 
package, section 4743 requiring a fee for registration, section 4744 
making a noncompliance a misdemeanor, and section 4749 declaring 
the legislation designed to protect the public from deception and fraud, 
and those requirements have not been complied with by the seller, the 
note is uncollectible against the purchaser or maker. Ibid. 


7. Contracts—Pubdlic Policy—Statutes—Fraud—Bills and Notes—Negotia- 


ble Instruments—Holder With Notice.—Where it is properly estab- 
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lished by the verdict of the jury that a note, rendered void for fraud 
or under the provisions of a statute, had been acquired by one not a 
holder for value, without notice, etc., the claim is affected with the 
infirmities that would invalidate it in the hands of the orginal holder. 
Ibid. 


8. Contracts, Written—Effect of Signature of Party—Vendor and Pur- 


9. 


10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14, 


chaser.—One having signed a written contract is presumed to have 
read and agreed to it, and is bound by its terms. Colt v. Turlington, 
137. 


Same—Parol Evidence—Evidence—Trials.—Where the purchaser has 
signed with the vendor’s selling agent a contract for the sale of goods, 
in this case a heating and lighting plant, naming tne contract price in 
a certain sum, restricting the terms of the contrect to those therein 
stated, and expressly excluding any representation the agent may 
make not included in its written terms, parol evidence on the pur- 
chaser’s behalf, in the absence of fraud or othe equitable defense 
that would avoid the contract, tending to show that the agent, as a 
part of the consideration, had agreed for his principal that the price 
named included other obligations of the principal, in this case the 
installation of the plant, is incompetent as contradicting the terms 
of the writing. Jbdid. 


Same—Waiver—Burden of Proof.—Where the purchaser is excluded by 
the written terms of his contract from showing, by parol evidence, 
other obligations the agent of the seller had agreed to for him, as 
principal, the burden of proof is on him to show that the agent had a 
right to waive the written terms of the contract, if he relies thereon 
as a defense in an action brought to reeover the contract price. Ibid. 





Contracts—Offer and Acceptance—Reasonable Time—HEvidence—Ques- 
tions for Jury—-Trials.—Where men of fair minds may come to differ- 
ing conclusions on the question, the reasonableness of the time in 
which an offeree must accept a contract for the sale of goods is a 
question for the jury, when the parties have determined upon no 
specific time in which the acceptance must be made, but only that it 
be a reasonable one. Jeanette v. Hovey, 140. 


Same—United States Mails.—Where the seller of potatoes has made 
an offer of sale for future delivery to the proposed purchaser to be 
accepted within a reasonable time therefrom, by mail, the purchasSer’s 
letter of acceptance within a reasonable time, and raailed to the seller 
before receipt of the latter's letter of cancellation, completes the con- 
tract, and upon the seller’s breach thereof the purchaser may recover 
his damages. Jbid. 


Contracts—Offer and Acceptance—-Breach—Damages.—Where the seller 
has breached his contract of sale of potatoes, to have been delivered 
to the purchaser at a specified future time and place, the measure of 
damages is the difference between the contract price, and the market 
value of the potatoes at the time when and at the place where the 
goods should have been delivered by the terms of the contract. Jbdid. 





Same—Instructions—Verdict—Appeal and Hrror—Hermless Error.—IiIn 
this action, permitting a recovery by the defendant of damages for 
the plaintiff’s (seller’s) breach of contract in the delivery of potatoes, 
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the jury having awarded as damages the difference between the 
contract price and the market value, ete., an instruction that allowed 
them to include the defendant’s loss under contracts he had made with 
third parties, if erroneous, was harmless error. IJbdid. 


15. Contracts—-Breach—Attuchment — Intervener — Banks and Banking— 
Agency for Collection—Principal and Agent.—Where the defendant 
pleads and relies on a counterclaim for damages alleged to have been 
caused by the plaintiff’s breach of the contract he has sued on, and 
has attached here a draft of the plaintiff, a resident of another state: 
Held, a bank that has intervened, claiming the right to the proceeds of 
the draft, cannot maintain this position when the jury have found, 
under correct instructions upon sufficient evidence, that the intervening 
bank was only an agent for collection. Jbid. 


16. Contracts-—-Offer—Acceptance—Vendor and Purchaser.—An_ essential 
element of a binding contract for the sale of goods is the offer of sale 
by the one party and the acceptance of its terms by the other; and 
when the offer is communicated and shows an intent to assume Ha- 
bility, and is so understood and accepted by the party to whom it is 
made, it becomes equally binding upon the promisor and promisee. 
May v. Menzies, 150. 


17. Same—Silence—Evidence of Confirmation.—The acceptance of an offer 
of the sale of goods may be established by words or conduct of the 
offeree showing that he meant to accept it according to its terms; and 
while ordinarily the mere silence of the offeree will not amount to 
his assent, it may otherwise be construed when such silence is under 
circumstances that would justify the reasonable inference of its 
acceptance. Jbid. 


18. Same—Traveling Salesman—Principal and Agent.—The term “travel- 
ing salesman” generally implies one who takes or solicits orders for 
goods in behalf of his principal, and forwards them to his principal 
for approval or rejection; and where a person has only represented 
himself as such to the buyer of goods and the sale was accordingly 
made on this authority, the consent of the principal must in some 
sufficient way be evidenced for the purchaser to establish the contract 
as one binding upon him. IJbdid. 


19. Same—Evidence—Nonsuit—Questions for Jury—Trials—Appeal and 
Error.—Where there is evidence that the purchaser of merchandise 
has placed two orders with the traveling salesman of the seller, in 
February, one for immediate shipment and the other for July; and by 
custom the seller was allowed eight or ten days for acceptance, and 
the seller, having shipped the first order and received payment, has 
written in June for the financial statement from the purchaser, prom- 
ising attention, and opening up an investigation of the seller’s responsi- 
bility, resulting in cancellation of the July shipment; and thereafter, 
in August, the seller has shipped the goods at advanced prices, claim- 
ing it was a new order for the goods: Held, the evidence raised an 
issue which should be answered by the jury, and the seller’s motion of 
nonsuit in the purchaser’s action to recover the difference between the 
contract price and the advanced prices charged should have been 


denied. Ibid. 
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20. Contracts—Breach— Damages—Railroads—NSidetracks — Warehouses — 
Drayage—Damages recoverable for a breach of contract are those 
which were in the contemplation of the parties, ard are capable of 
ascertainment with a reasonable degree of certainty; and where the 
owner of a tobacco warehouse has rented the same under an agree- 
ment to save the tenant the cost of drayage, depending upon his 
contract with the defendant railroad company to put in a sidetrack 
within a certain time, for a co~sideration he had performed, the de- 
fendant railroad company is answerable in damages in the owner’s 
action in such amount as he has been required to allow his tenant for 
such drayage charges made necessary by reason of the defendant’s 
failure to put in the sidetrack by the time designated, and which the 
defendant had agreed to with knowledge of the plaintiff’s purpose to 
thereby save the cost of drayage. The question as to unlawful dis- 
crimination in freight rates, contrary to the Federal statutes, does 
not arise in this case. Barrow v. R. R., 202. 


21. Contracts, Written—Evidence—Parol Evidence.—Where a contract is 
not required to be in writing by the statute of frauds, and is partly 
written and partly rests in parol, evidence of the unwritten part is 
permissible, if it does not contradict the written part, to establish the 
contract in its entirety. Henderson v. Forrest, 230. 


22. Same—Collateral Agreements—_Principal and Ageni.—mWhere a real 
estate agency has taken an option on the plaintiff’s lands, it may be 
shown by parol that as a part of the consideration for the option, the 
agency would pay off a certain note given by the plaintiff to another, 
before maturity, either by exercising this option themselves or making 
sales to another as the plaintiff’s agent, the consideration being suffi- 
cient to support both the principal and collateral contract. Ibid. 


23. Same—Statute of Frauds. Where the optionee in a written option to 
purchase lands has agreed by parol either to take the land within the 
time required, and pay off an obligation of the owner, or sell the 
same to another with the same result, the parol or collateral agree- 
ment does not come within the meaning of the statute of frauds, and 
is enforceable. Ibid. 


24, Same.—The two individual defendants composed the defendant realty 
company. The plaintiff entered into a written contract with the 
realty company, giving it an option to purchase his certain lands 
within a stated time, which it did not exercise, and there was evidence 
tending to show that the plaintiff had bought through the said realty 
company a tract of land it had for sale for another, that he had 
received the deed therefor and executed his note to =he seller, secured 
by a deed in trust: Held, parol evidence was competent, in the plain- 
tiff’s behalf, tending to show, as against the realty company, that the 
realty company, at the time of the execution of the note, had war- 
ranted that it should be paid out of the proceeds of the sale of the 
plaintiff’s land, upon which they had taken the option, the parol evi- 
dence not being within the meaning of the statute of frauds or con- 
tradicting or varying the terms of the written contract. Jbid. 


25. Contracts—Promise—Consideration—Abstinence from Drink.—An offer 
from an uncle to his nephew that if the latter would abstain from 
drink for a period of five years, and devote his entire time and atten- 
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tion to the former’s business, he would pay him $10,000, is for a 
sufficient consideration to support the promise upon the fulfillment of 
the obligation assumed by the nephew, and enforceable, it appearing 
that the parties were then living together in a relationship nearly 
approaching that of parent and child; and the nephew was an efficient 
manager of his uncle’s mercantile business, and his sobriety, there- 
fore, of monetary value to him. Bank v. Scott, 312. 


26. Same—Trusts—Statute of Frauds—Where the promisee has fulfilled 
his obligation, extending over a period of five years, made upon a 
valid and enforceable agreement of the promisor to pay him $10,000; 
and the promisor just before the expiration of the period has agreed 
by parol with the promisee that the consideration should be changed 
from the sum stated to his purchase for the promisee of a home of 
the latter’s selection, which was accordingly done, but title was taken 
by the promisor in his own name under the parol trust in favor of the 
promisee, and the promisor continues to live there with the promisee 
and to pay the taxes on the house to the time of his death without 
making the deed as agreed upon, the promisee may in equity enforce 
the conveyance of the home against the heirs at law of the deceased 
promisor upon the principle of a parol trust, it being, in effect, the 
purchase of the home with the money belonging to the promisee, and 
which was due him upon the fulfillment of the original agreement; 
and the principle relating to the enforcement of a parol agreement 
affecting interests in land under the statute of frauds does not apply. 
Ibid. 


2%. Contracts—Writing—Statute of Frauds—Incomplete Contracts—LHvi- 
dence—Parol Hvidence—Appeal and Error.—When a contract, not 
required by the statute of frauds to be in writing, is partly in writing 
and partly oral, parol evidence of the oral part is competent when not 
contradictory of the written part; and in an action for breach of 
contract in preventing the plaintiff from cutting and logging certain 
of defendant’s timber for him, requiring the loading upon cars, it is 
competent for the plaintiff to show that defendant agreed by parol te 
furnish them, when the writing does not specify the one who had 
obligated himself thereto, and the exclusion of this evidence by the 
judge constitutes reversible error. Garland v. Improvement Co., 551. 


28. Contracts—-Executory Contracts—Interpretation—Interdependent Parts. 
Where all of the parts of an entire contract are interdependent, so that 
one part cannot be violated without violating the whole, a breach by 
one party of a material part will discharge the whole at the option 
of the other party; and, as a general rule, when one party is unable to 
perform such executory contract, and the promises are interdependent, 
and made in consideration of each other, he is not entitled to per- 
formance by the other, or where he positively refuses to perform his 
contract in an essential particular he cannot recover of the other for 
nonperformance. Hdgerton v. Taylor, 571. 


29. Same—Breach—Liability.—Where a party obligates himself to the per- 
formance of his contract dependent upon an act to be performed by 
the other party, the doing of such act is a condition precedent, and 
generally without injury by the courts whether the doing of such act 
is beneficial to the one to whom the promise has been made, and the 
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performance of the consideration becomes a condition precedent; and 
where the promise forms the whole consideration for the other, the 
promises are not independent of one another, and the failure of one 
party to perform on his part will exonerate the other from liability 
to perform, Ibid. 


80. Same—Conditions Precedent—-Conditions Concurrent—Actions.—One 


party to a contract cannot maintain an action for its breach without 
averring and proving a performance of his own antecedent obligations 
arising on the contract, or some legal excuse for a nonperformance 
thereof; or, if the stipulations are concurrent, his readiness and 
ability to perform them. Jbdid. 


31. Same—Principal and Surety.—The surety on a bond g.ven by some of 


the parties defendant for the faithful performance of a contract. on 
their part is only bound upon the failure or refusal of his principal to 
comply with the terms which the written instrument has imposed on 
him, and the surety’s liability is to be considered as strictissimi juris. 
Ibid. 


382. Contracts—Rights of Parties —Parties must be permitted to make their 


own contracts in their own way, and they will be valid and binding 
upon them except where not contrary to good morals, or for some other 
reason, deemed sufficient, they are not sanctioned by the law, or are 
declared invalid and unenforceable in the interest of public policy. 
Ibid. 


33. Contracts—Conditions Precedent—Breach—Sales—-Suppressing Bidding 


—Principal and Surety—-Damages.—The defendants, eontractees, in a 
contract to convey land, for the purpose of meeting their payment of 
the consideration, platted the same into several lots contemplating an 
auction sale at a certain date, when the plaintiff objected; and at his 
request the defendants executed their bond, with sureties, for the 
payment of the balance of the purchase price at the time specified 
in the contract of sale, upon condition that the plainviff should with- 
draw his objections to the sale of the land at auction by defendants, 
and not interfere therewith. The plaintiff’s action being against the 
defendants and their sureties for specific performance of the contract, 
and for damages, etc., and there being evidence in defendant’s behalf 
tending to show that the plaintiff had violated the conditions to be 
performed on his part, by appearing at the sale and suppressing the 
bidding thereat, in consequence of which there were no purchasers: 
Held, as to the sureties, the condition that the plaint.ff should not so 
interfere was a condition precedent to any obligation on the part of 
defendant sureties; and as to the defendant principals, they were 
entitled to have the jury consider whether or not, under the evidence, 
they were entitled to be compensated for any loss they may have 
sustained, caused by the plaintiff’s conduct at the sale. which was 
prejudicial to them. Jbid. 


34. Same—New Trials—Pleadings—Amendments to Pleadings—Issues.— 


Held, under the evidence in this case, the issues submitted by the 
judge were insufficient to determine the rights of the parties upon the 
principles of law involved, and a new trial is ordered upon all the 
issues with suggestion that the parties replead, if so advised and per- 
mitted by the trial court, and that issues be so framed as to more 
clearly present the controversy to the jury. Ibid. 
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35. Contracts—Breach—Damages—Loss of Business—Profits Prevented— 
Duty of Damaged Party—Rule of Prudent Man.—Where a party to a 
contract wilfully interferes with the other party and wrongfully causes 
him to quit operation, or prevents him from filling it, which results 
in loss to his established business and property used in his undertak- 
ing, the party so injured may recover in his action such damages as 
may reasonably be shown as a result of the wrong done him, includ. 
ing profits prevented thereby, after deducting therefrom such amount 
of the lass as he might have avoided in the exercise of ordinary busi- 
ness prudence. Harrell v. Brinkley, 624. 


386. Same—Evidence.—Where a party to a contract may recover for the loss 
to his established business wrongfully caused by the breach of the 
other party, evidence of past profits may be shown as an element 
for the jury to consider in passing upon the issue, with the other facts 
in evidence. Jbid. 


37. Same—Nonsuit—Trials—Punitive Damages.—The evidence in this case 
held sufficient to be submitted to the jury upon the question whether 
the defendants wrongfully prevented the plaintiff from fulfilling his 
obligation under a contract with him, within the life of the contract, 
causing loss to his business, ete., and the defendant’s position that the 
loss was caused by the plaintiff’s weakly submitting to the defendant’s 
acts instead of asserting his rights is untenable. Sembdile, the plaintiff 
was entitled to recover punitive damages had he chosen to assert 
them. Jbid. 


CONTRACTS TO CONVEY. See Mortgages, 1; Deeds and Conveyances, 13; 
Wills, 16. 


CONTRIBUTING CAUSES. See Negligence, 4. 
CONTRIBUTORY NEGLIGENCE. See Negligence, 1, 4. 
CONTROVERSY. See Constitutional Law, 16. 
CONVERSION. See Wills, 11. 

CONVICTION. See Intoxicating Liguor, 9. 


CORPORATIONS. See Fraud, 1; Actions, 7; Limitation of Actions, 7; Taxa- 
tion, 7. 

1, Corporations — Purchase — Absorption — Stockholders—Actions—Inde- 
pendent Promise.—Two corporations by proper procedure agreed that 
the one should purchase the entire assets of the other, giving the 
stockholders of the selling corporation the right to take for their stock 
either cash from or stock in the purchasing corporation, at par value, 
and the purchasing corporation accordingly took over the assets of the 
selling one, and refused payment in cash to a stockholder in the latter 
company that he had elected to take, and he, upon the refusal of both 
corporations, brought action against them for the purchase price, in 
eash for his shares of stock: Held, the transaction between the cor- 
porations was for the personal benefit of the plaintiff, and he may 
maintain his action against the purchaser on its promise to pay, inde- 
pendently of any action of the selling corporation in which he was a 
shareholder. Way v. Sea Food Co., 171. 
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2. Same—Consideration.—Where one corporation has absorbed or taken 
over the entire assets of another corporation, by purchase, under an 
agreement giving the stockholders in the latter the choice of taking 
stock in the purchasing corporation or cash for his stock, the trans- 
action affords a consideration for the promise of the purchasing cor- 
poration to pay cash to a stockholder in the selling one, who has 
elected to sell for the cash, and duly notified both companies of his 
election, and made proper demand for the money, all before this action 
brought to recover the amount. Ibid. 


3. Corporations—Deeds and Conveyances—-Seal--Statutes.—While it is 
required for the sufficiency of the deed of a corporation to convey its 
lands that the corporate seal should be affixed to the instrument, any 
device used for the corporate seal will be sufficient, provided it was 
intended for and used as the seal of the corporation, and had been 
adopted by proper action of the corporation for that purpose. C. S., 
1126 (3). Bailey v. Hassell, 450. 


4. Same—Adoption of Seal.—The simple word “seal,” with a _ scroll 
adopted as the seal of a corporation and used by it on a deed to its 
jands according to resolutions of the stockholders and directors 
thereof at separate meetings held for the purpose, when all were 
present, is sufficient. C. S., 1126 (8). Ibid. 


5. Corporations—Deeds and Conveyances—Probate—Statutes—Validating 
Acts.—It is not necessary to the valid probate of a deed made by a 
corporation that it literally follow the statutory printed forms, C. S., 
3026, if it substantially complies with the law regulating the probate 
of a conveyance of land; and where the probate shows the acknowledg- 
ment of the president and secretary, each acting in his official capacity, 
or as representing the corporation, who is designated as “the grantor, 
for the purpose therein expressed,” it is sufficient; and the finding of 
the jury, upon evidence, that these officials were properly authorized 
to act for and in behalf of the corporation, and had so acted; and had 
used the word “seal’? enclosed in scroll, that had been lawfully 
adopted for the purpose, makes it a valid execution and probate of 
the deed as an act of the corporation itself; and were it otherwise, 
the defects as to the ‘seal’? seem to be cured under the provisions of 
C. S., 8354, and as to signatures of the officials by C. S., 33855. Ibid. 


6. Corporations—‘Seal’”—Probate—Statutes-—Presumoptior.—W here a con- 
veyance of land purports upon its face to be the act of a corporation, 
and the word “seal’’ with a scroll has been used thereon, it is compe- 
tent to show that the corporation had adopted for the purpose the 
word “seal” with a scroll in the place of the corporate stamp seal, 
which had been broken and could not be used; and that the officials 
signed as such were thereto authorized by the directors and stock- 
holders of the corporation, although the statutory form of the pro- 
bate, C. S., 3326, had not been strictly, though substantially, followed 
the presumption being that the officer taking the probate had com- 
plied with the requirements of the law as to corporate probate. Jbid. 


7, Same—Equity—Correction of Instrument.—Semble, the power of courts 
of equity to correct, reform, and reéxecute an instrument upon suffi- 
cient allegation and proof extends to the probate of corporate deeds, 
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when it thereon appears that the president and secretary have exe- 
cuted it in behalf of the corporation in substantial compliance with 
the printed form of the statute. C. S., 3826. Ibid. 


8. Corporations—Seals—Probate—Parol Evidence—Appeal and H#Hrror.— 
Patrol evidence of the action of the stockholders and directors of a 
corporation in adopting the word “seal” in a scroll as its corporate 
seal and authorizing the conveyance of its lands by its president and 
secretary is admissible, when it is made to appear that there were 
no minutes kept of the meeting at which this action was taken, and 
the finding of the trial judge thereon is conclusive, on appeal, if there 
was evidence to support it. Jbid. 


CORRECTION OF INSTRUMENT. See Corporations, 7. 


COSTS. See Actions, 1; Appeal and Error, 17, 26, 33; Constitutional Law, 3. 

Costs — Criminal Law — Submission -— Statutes — Civil Actions—Jury— 

Trials —The plea of guilty to an indictment for failure to list taxes 

as required by the Revenue Act comes within the intent and meaning 

of C. S., 1229, requiring in criminal cases a tax of $4 against the 

‘“narty convicted or adjudged to pay the cost,” and applies whether 

the jury has been impaneled or not; and the tax of $5 in civil action 

should be imposed, as a part of the costs, when the jury has been 

impaneled. This but evidences the legislative intent to draw this 

distinction between criminal and civil actions, the reason therefor, 

though apparent, being immaterial in construing the meaning of the 
statute. S. v. Smith, 728. 


COUNSEL. See Appeal and Error, 18, 54. 

COUNTERCLAIMS. See Statutes, 1. 

COUNTS. See Criminal Law, &. 

COUNTY BOARDS. See Elections, 1. 

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS. See Highways, 1, 2; Roads and Highways, 1. 


COURTS. See Appeal and Error, 6, 15, 16, 20, 29; Witnesses, 1, 2; Elections, 8; 
Instructions, 14; Judgments, 8, 17, 21; Trials, 1; Attachments, 1; 
Actions, 2, 3; Constitutional Law, 4, 18, 21, 22; Divorce, 1; Pleadings, 
4, 5, 6; Verdict, 2; Criminal Law, 5, 11; Municipal Corporations, 2; 
Statutes, 7. 

1. Courts — Attachments — Amendments of Warrant — Process—Service— 
Statutes.—A warrant of attachment served by the sheriff of the 
county and addressed to “any constable or other lawful officer of the 
county,’ may be allowed by the court to be amended to conform to the 
statutory requirement. C. 8., 547. Temple v. LaBerge, 252. 


2, Courts—JSurisdiction—Statutes—Demurrer—Special Appearance—Plea 
to Merits of Action—_Waiver—Judgments.—Where a nonresident de- 
fendant wishes to demur to the jurisdiction of the court for the want 
of proper service of summons on him, he must enter a special appear- 
ance for that purpose and confine his demurrer to that objection 
alone; and where he has entered a general appearance, or demurred 
on the further ground that the court has no jurisdiction of the subject 
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8 Same—Erecution—Federal Statutes. 


matter, it is to be taken as a general appearance as to the merits, 
waiving the objection as to proper service, and he will be bound by the 
adverse judgment of the court having jurisdiction over the subject- 
matter of the action. C. 8., 511 (1). Motor Co. v. Reaves, 260. 


38. Same.—The intent of the nonresident defendant to eater a special ap- 


pearance and demur to the jurisdiction of the court upon the ground 
of insufficient service of summons on him, is ineffectual when it 
appears that he further denies in his demurrer the jurisdiction of the 
eourt over the subject-matter of the action, and thus goes to the 
merits of the controversy. Jbid. 


4. Courts—J urisdiction—Judgments.—The Superior Court is one of gen- 


eral jurisdiction, and reasonable intendment is presumed in favor of 
the validity of its judgments, which may not be impeached collaterally 
except for lack of jurisdiction of the cause or the parties, apparent on 
the face of the record; and in case jurisdiction has attached, the 
binding force and conclusions of such judgments is not impaired 
because it had been erroneously allowed, though the error may be 
undoubted and apparent on the face of the record. Jing v. R. R., 442. 


5. Same.—Generally, jurisdiction is the power lawfully conferred upon a 


court to deal with the general subject involved in the litigation, and 
the subject-matter exists whenever the court has jurisdiction of the 
class of cases and the parties to which the particular case belongs. 
Ibid. 


6. Same—Pleadings—Hvidence—Actions — Defenses — Government—Rail- 


roads.—The effect of the acts of Congress and the orders made by the 
United States Government in pursuance thereof, regarding actions at 
law and suits in equity against railroads, including death or injury to 
persons, ete., while such carriers were in possession, use, and control 
or operation of the United States Government, under the Director 
General of Railroads, ete., was not to create any question as to the 
jurisdiction of the State courts in matters theretofore cognizable by 
them, but only to afford immunity from suit when properly pleaded by 
the carriers and insisted on and maintained according to the course 
and practice of the courts. Jbid. 


7. Same—Appeal and Error—Final Judgments.—Where, during the con- 


trol by the United States of railroads, a railroad subject thereto has 
permitted a judgment to be rendered against it without availing itself 
of the defense from liability under the Federal statutes and the 
Government orders made in pursuance thereof, and a final judgment 
fixing liability upon the railroad has been rendered. notice of appeal 
to the Supreme Court given, but not perfected, the judgment so ren- 
dered is not void for the lack of jurisdiction in our courts, and may 
not be declared void in an action brought to enforee it after the rail- 
road has been returned by the Government to private control. Ibid. 





The effect of the inhibition that 
no execution shall issue against the property of a carrier that had 
been under Federal control, ete., provided by the Faderal act restor- 
ing such railroad to private ownership, does not arise for interpre- 
tation before such execution is sought to be levied: but the question 
is considered on this appeal, the answer containing averment that 
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the plaintiff is wrongfully seeking in the present suit to avoid the 
force and effect of the statutory provision; and semble, it would be 
lawful for the execution to issue on the defendant’s property under a 
proper judgment. Jbdid. 


9. Same.—The effect of the Federal statute terminating the control of 
railroads by the United States Government, 41 Statutes at Large, ch. 
91, sec. 200, by correct interpretation, is to apply its provisions to 
judgments provided by the act, or, at most, to those and other judg- 
ments for such causes of action which had been permitted and obtained 
against the Director General under other and cognate legislation, and 
the effect of sec. 10, ch. 25, Federal Statutes of 1918 (40 Statutes at 
Large, p. 456), was to protect the properties taken over from physical 
interference by execution, under judgment by creditors or third 
parties, as a necessary inhibition to the efficient user of the roads by 
the Government in the successful prosecution of the war, and from 
its terms and purpose would cease when such necessity no longer 
existed, and the Government control had lawfully terminated. Jbid. 


10. Same—Multiplicity of Suits—State Statutes—The defendant railroad, 
as lessor of the Southern Railroad Company, was sued in the Supe- 
rior Court for damages for the alleged negligent killing by its lessee 
road of the plaintiff’s intestate, during the United States Government 
control of railroads, including the lessee, as a war measure, and 
without interposing a defense under the Federal statutes and orders 
of the United States Government, a judgment final was obtained 
against the defendant in due course and practice of the courts. After 
the railroad’s properties were restored to private ownership under 
the Federal statutes, the plaintiff brought his action upon the judgment 
theretofore rendered: Held, his second action may be prosecuted. 
Cc. S., 487, 601. Jbdid. 


11. Courts-—-Practice—_Federal Courts—State Courts.—Semble, the Federal 
courts follow the rules of practice in the state courts holding an excep- 
tion to the charge is sufficient on appeal, without a request for 
instruction, when the charge is an erroneous statement of the measure 
of damages to be awarded by the jury for a wrongful death, in this 
ease the negligent killing by a railroad company of its employee. 
Strunks v. Payne, 584. 


COVENANTS. See Easements, 1. 
CREDITORS. See Limitation of Actions, 11. 


CRIMINAL LAW. See Intoxicating Liquors, 3, 5, 10; Judgments, 21; Appeal 
and Error, 53; Assault and Battery, 1; Constitutional Law, 17, 22; 
Costs, 1; Evidence, 12, 15, 16; Instructions, 18, 16. 


1. Criminal Law—-Evidence—-Nonsuit.—Upon a motion as of nonsuit, in a 
criminal action, the State is entitled to the most favorable considera- 
tion of the evidence. S. v. Johnson, 687. 


2 Criminal Law—REvidence—Nonsuit—Statutes—Where the State’s evi- 
dence and that of the defendant is substantially to the same effect, in 
an action for an assault, and tends only to exculpate the defendant, 
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10. Criminal Law—Evidence—Other Offenses 


his motion as of nonsuit after all the evidence has been introduced, 
considering it as a whole, should be sustained. C. S., 4645. 8S. vw. 
Fulcher, 668. 


. Same—Assault—Parent and Child—Right of Parent to Protect His 


Child.—The father may shield his child from the assault of another 
to the extent necessary for the purpose without himself being guilty 
of an assault; and where he has done so, without the use of excessive 
force, as appears from all the evidence in the case, his motion as of 
nonsuit at the close of his evidence should be granted. C. S., 4648. 
Ibid. 


. Criminal Law—NSentence.—The sentence of a defendant for a criminal 


offense does not require the fixing of the commenceroent of the term 
of the imprisonment, and is complete if it specifies the kind of pun- 
ishment to be given and the duration thereof. S. v. Vickers, 676. 


. Same—Courts—Capias—Clerks of Court—Sheriffs—A court having 


jurisdiction may order the arrest of one already convicted, for the 
enforcement of its sentence, if the defendant is present at the time; 
and if not present, the court may order a capias to be issued by the 
elerk to bring him hefore the court for sentenee. Jb: d. 


. Same—Judgments—Suspended Judgments —An order for the arrest of 


a defendant by capias to be issued by the clerk of the court, for the 
enforcement of its sentence, upon the application to him by the sheriff 
of the county, is not in that respect a suspended judgment. Jbdid. 


Criminal Law—Prosecution in Good Faith—Evidence—Appeal and 
Error—Prejudice—Reversible Error.—in an action for embezzlement 
it was competent to ask the prosecutor, on cross-examination, if he 
was acting therein in behalf of another in attempting to obtain from 
the defendant a deed to land involved in a civil action, upon the 
question of the prosecutor's good faith, etc., and a refusal to allow 
such examination constitutes reversible error. S. v. Flowers, 688. 


. Criminal Law—General Verdict—Counts in the Indictment.—A general 


verdict of guilty upon several counts in a bill of indictment will be 
interpreted to apply to the one alone, if only one, that is supported 
by the evidence, and to which the charge of the court was directed, 
and to which the case has been confined upon the trial; and not to 
such others that would violate the theory upon which the criminal 
action was tried, and was unsupported by the evidence and ignored 
by the charge. S. v. Bell, 701. 


. Criminal Law—Reasonable Doubt Defined.—The reasonable doubt of 


defendant’s guilt in a criminal action beyond which the State must 
satisfy the jury is not a vain, imaginary, or fanciful doubt; and it 
is required that the jury be entirely satisfied or convinced of the 
defendant’s guilt, before convicting him, or that <hey be satisfied 
thereof to a moral certainty, after considering, comparing, and weigh- 
ing all the evidence; and if then there should be a reasonable doubt 
existing in their minds, as to his guilt of the offense charged, their 
verdict should acquit him. S. v. Schoolfield, 722. 





Scienter—-Guilty Knowledge 
—Related Criminal Acts.—The principle upon which other offenses 
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may be shown to have been committed against our criminal law by 
the defendant, though not charged therewith in the indictment, 
should be strictly construed, and applies only when they are so 
related with the unlawful act charged as to show scienter or guilty 
knowledge, if such is relevant to the inquiry in the particular case, 
and not too remote in point of time; and where the defendant is on 
trial for having possession of spirituous liquor for the purpose of 
sale, evidence that he had committed a like offense eleven years 
previous to the time of the offense charged is incompetent, and its 
admission at the trial constitutes reversible error when there is 
no evidence tending to show that the previous offense was related to 
or in any way connected with the one for which he was being tried. 
S. v. Beam, 179 N. C., 768, and other cases, cited and applied, and the 
competency and relevancy of such testimony discussed by WALKER, J. 
8. v. Beam, 781. 


11. Criminal Law—Sentence—Discretion of Court—Courts—Inference— 
Appeal and Error.—A permissible inference that the trial judge 
increased the sentence of the defendant, convicted of an assault and 
battery, because the defendant later exercised his right of appeal, on 
the facts of the record is held insufficient to justify the Supreme 
Court in setting the judgment aside on the ground that the judge 
has grossly abused the exercise of the legal discretion given him by 
the law. S. v. Sudderth, 754. 


12. Criminal Law—Homicide—Murder—Manslaughter—Instructions—Ap- 
peal and Error—Obdjections and EHaxceptions.—Where, upon the trial 
of one charged with homicide, there is evidence tending to show 
murder in the first degree, murder in the second degree, manslaughter, 
and self-defense, it is the duty of the presiding judge, in his charge 
to the jury, to declare and explain the various phases of the evidence 
relating to self-defense, and to the various degrees of felonious homi- 
eide, and his failure to instruct upon all the essential questions of 
law properly raised by the evidence constitutes as to each reversible 
error, which is presented by exception on appeal without specifically 
raising the question of error complained of by prayers for instruc- 
tions tendered and refused. S. v. Thomas, 757. 


13. Same—Statutes—Malice.— Where, upon a trial for a homicide, the 
‘prisoner has admitted the killing with a pistol, and relies upon the 
plea of self-defense, and the evidence presents for the consideration 
of the jury murder in the first degree, murder in the second degree, 
and manslaughter, and the prisoner has been convicted of murder in 
the second degree, it is reversible error for the trial judge to charge 
the jury as to the law relating to murder in the first degree under 
the provisions of C. S., 4200, and then to instruct them that all other 
killings would be murder in the second degree, for this would deprive 
the prisoner of such of the evidence as tended to repel the inference 
of malice from the killing with a deadly weapon, which, if estab- 
lished, would, at least, reduce the grade to the offense of man- 
slaughter. Jbid. 


14, Same.—A charge which fails to instruct the jury as to the law upon 
every essential phase of the evidence relating to the degrees of 
felonious homicide is reversible error, and an exception for failure to 
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charge the jury concerning the various degrees when the evidence 
presents them takes the question to the Supreme Court on appeal 
without the necessity of its presentation by defendant’s request for 
special instruction. The necessary elements of the criminal offense 
of manslaughter arising under the evidence in relation to the charge 
given in this case discussed by ApAms, J. Jbid. 
15. Criminal Law—Evidence—Identity—N onsuit—Trials.—Where the pris- 
oner is being tried for violating the criminal law upon the question 
of his: identity, as one who participated in the commission of the 
crime charged, but who broke away from the officer, the testimony 
of the officer, on cross-examination, that he could be mistaken, but 
the prisoner looked very much like the one, and that to the best of his 
knowledge and belief he was the same as the one upon whose face he 
had flashed the searchlight, is sufficient to sustain a verdict of guilty 
with the other evidences of identity introduced at the trial, unob- 
jected to by the prisoner. S. v. Buchner, T6T. 





16. Criminal Law—--Punishment—State’s Prison—‘Penitentiary.’—The use 
of the word “penitentiary,” in prescribing the punishment for one 
convicted under a criminal statute, has the same legal significance as 
the words “State’s Prison,’ both meannig the place of punishment in 
which convicts sentenced to imprisonment and hard labor are confined 
by the authority of law. 8. v. Burnett, 784. 


17. Criminal Law—Several Defendants—Admissions.—Where several de- 
fendants-are on trial for a criminal offense, the admissions of one 
are properly confined by the court to the one having made them, and 
excluded as to the others. Jbid. 


CUSTOM. See Appeal and Error, 24. 
CUSTODY. See Constitutional Law, 4. 


DAMAGES. See Appeal and Error, 2, 9, 36, 87; Betterments, 1; Negligence, 8; 
Carriers, 1, 2, 3, 7, 12, 18, 14; Contracts, 18, 20; Municipal Corpora- 
tions, 1; Principal and Agent, 1; Slander, 1, 4, 6; Trespass, 2; Con- 
tracts, 82, 85; Judgments, 4; Instructions, 8; Adverse Possession, 2; 
Employer and Employee, 4; Compromise and Settlement, 1. 


1. Damages—Consequential Damages—Contracts—Breach—Tort,—Conse- 
quential damages awarded in an action for breach of contract must 
be such as may fairly have been in the contemplation of the parties 
at the time the contract was made; and in tort arising therefrom, 
such as must be the natural and proximate consequence of the act 
complained of, and as naturally arising, according to the usual course 
of things, from the breach of the contract, in the absence of malice, 
fraud, oppression, or evil intent; and these damages are practically 
the same whether they arise either by breach of contract or in the 
tort resulting therefrom. As to whether the time of the application 
of the principle is the same as to actions arising from breach of the 
contract, and the tort committed, quere, the question not being pre- 
sented by the facts of this case. Johnson v, R. R., 101. 


2. Damages—Contracts—Torts—-Duty of Injured Party—-The party dam- 
aged by either a breach of contract or in tort therein arising is 
required to do what he can in the exercise of a reasonable care and 
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diligence to avoid or lessen the consequence of the wrong, and for any 
part of the loss incident to such failure no recovery can be had. 
Ibid. 


3. Same—Carriers of Goods—Railroads—Ejecting Passenger.—A passenger 
wrongfully ejected from the defendant carrier’s passenger train is 
not entitled to recover consequential damages in his action for the 
loss of his rights and consequent profits under a contract he had 
made with a third person, of which the carrier was unaware, and 
caused by the failure of the passenger to meet an appointment with 
laborers at his destination, necessary to the performance of his 
contract. Ibid. 


4, Damages—Statutes—Federal Employers’ Liability Act—Compensation— 
Negligence—-Wrongful Death—Present Value--—Railroads.—The meas- 
ure of damages under the Federal Employer’s Liability Act for the 
negligent killing of plaintiff’s intestate, an employee of the defendant 
railroad company, is for “compensation” to the legal dependents, to 
be computed at the present cash value of the future benefits of which 
the beneficiaries were deprived by the death, making adequate allow- 
ance, according to the circumstances, for the earning power of money. 
Strunks v. Payne, 583. 


DANGER. See Employee and Employer, 2; Negligence, 5. 

DATE. See Judgments, 17. 

DEALERS. See Insurance, 7. 

DEATH. See Insurance, 5. 

DEBT. See Schools, 1. 

DEBTOR AND CREDITOR. See Judgments, 8; Limitation of Actions, 8. 
DECEIT. See Contracts, 2. 


DECLARATIONS. See Betterments, 3; Vendor and Purchaser, 2; Intoxicat- 
ing Liquors, 6. 


DEEDS AND CONVEYANCES. See Evidence, 5, 6, 7, 10; Instructions, 4; 
Mortgages, 8; Adjoining Landowners, 2; Corporations, 3, 5; Ease- 
ments, 1; Wills, 16; Appeal and Error, 45; Betterments, 3; Contracts, 3; 
Estates, 1; Limitation of Actions, 8; Principal and Agent, 5; Trusts, 1. 


1. Deeds and Conveyances—Boundaries—Natural Boundaries—Evidence.— 
In order to the application of the rule that where natural objects or 
muniments of title are called for as the boundaries described in 
grants or deeds, they generally control or prevail over courses and 
distances, it is essential that the muniments or objects relied on be 
identified, or their location admitted or established beyond contro- 
yersy, and in this event the location may become a matter of legal 
interpretation. Hoge v. Lee, 44. 


2, Same—Trials—Admissions—Questions of Law.—Where muniments of 
title or natural objects are called for in a grant or deed to lands, the 
subject of the action, concerning the location of which there is a 
dispute between the parties upon conflicting evidence, or where the 
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evidence tends to show two or more ser ueal objects that may answer 
the description, the question of the location of the boundaries de- 
pendent thereon must be determined by the jury uncer the instructions 
of the court. Jbid. 


3. Deeds and Conveyances—Boundaries—Natural Beundaries—Natural 
Reputation—Evidence.—Where the location of the lands in dispute 
is dependent upon the true location of a natural boundary called for 
in a grant or deed under which a party to the action claims title, in 
this case, the location of ‘the head of Juniper Swamp,” and there 
is evidence to sustain the contentions of both the plaintiff and the 
defendant, testimony of a witness that he had known the point, or 
had it pointed out to him five or seven years ago, is not competent. 
Ibid. 

4. Same—Hearsay Evidence.—Testimony as to common reputation of the 
location of a natural object in the description in a deed or grant of 
land should have its origin at a time comparatively remote, should 
be ante litem motam; and it should attach itself to such boundary or 
natural object, or be fortified by evidence of occupation or acquies- 
cence tending to give the Jand some fixed and definite location; anda 
evidence of such reputation extending over a period of only five or 
seven years, is insufficient. Jbdid. 


5. Same—Rule of HEvidence.—The restrictions on the declarations of an 
individual concerning private boundary are that such declarations be 
made ante litem motam; that the declarant be dead when they were 
offered, and that the declarant be disinterested when they were made. 
Ibid, 

6. Same—Instructions—Admissions.—The descriptions and calls in a 
junior grant may not be received as evidence of the boundaries of a 
senior grant, but a reference in a later deed to tne location of land 
described in an older deed may, in connection with other evidence, 
become competent as an admission of the grantee named in the deed 
containing such reference. Ibid. 


7. Deeds and Conveyances—Equity—Fraud—Evidence-—Values of Land.— 
Where a suit has been brought to set aside plaintiff’s deed to land 
alleged to be void upon the ground of fraudulent promises of the 
defendant to render continued services to the plaintiff, that he did 
not intend to perform, of which there is evidence, and the defendant 
contends, with his evidence, that the consideration was for pas? 
services already rendered, testimony in plaintiff’s behalf as to the 
value of the land at the time of the agreement and the value at the 
time of the trial, is competent, when in confirmation of the plaintiff’: 
position, and tends to impeach or weaken the evidence of the defend. 
ant in regard to the value of the services he clairas he has rendered 
Williams v. Hedgepeth, 115. 

8. Deeds and Conveyances—Ejectment—Reservations in Deed—Burden 0) 
Proof.—The burden is on the defendant in ejectment, claiming tha‘ 
the locus in quo is within the exception of the plaintiff’s deed, botl 
claiming under a common source of title, to show that it is, in ordei 
to maintain his defense. Southgate v. Elfenbein, 129. 


9. Same—Evidence—Nonsuit—Questions for Jury—Trials—The plaintif 
and defendant in ejectment claimed under a common source of title 
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and the defendant relied upon the contention that the locus in quo 
was within the reservation of the plaintiff’s deed, and the reserva- 
tions were not set out in plaintiff’s deeds by particular metes and 
bounds, but incorporated therein by reference to other deeds, which 
were not offered in evidence: Held, the case was one for the jury, 
and defendants’ motion as of nonsuit upon the evidence was im- 
properly granted. Ibid. 


10. Deeds and Conveyances—Formal Parts—Interpretation—Grantor and 
Grantee,—The formal parts of a deed are construed together to ascer- 
tain the intent of the grantor, and though it is necessary that there 
should be a grantor and a grantee, it is not required that their names 
should appear in any particular part of the deed, where there is no 
repugnancy, if the deed is signed properly by those assuming to 
convey, and it elsewhere appears that the grantor and grantee are 
mentioned sufficiently clear to designate them as the respective neces- 
sary parties. Berry v. Cedar Works, 187. 


11. Deeds and Conveyances—Inierpretation.—A deed to lands will be so 
construed as to effectuate the intent of the parties as gathered from 
each and every related part. Bank v. Vass, 295. 


12. Same—Adijoining Landowners—Light and Air—Party Walls—Alleys— 
Easements,—A conveyance of a part of the owner’s lands from a line 
running in the center of a dividing wall of his store building in the 
business section of a city, conveys to the grantee the right to build to 
that wall; and where the right to the permanent joint use of an alley- 
way running along this wall is also conveyed by or reserved in the 
deed, the conveyance or reservation of this right does not preclude 
the grantee from using the party wall by arching over the alleyway 
and preserving its proper use as such. IJbdid. 





13. Deeds and Conveyances—Lands—Subdivisions—Maps—Plats—Streets— 
Lots—Limitation as to Size and Frontage—-Purchasers—Equity— 
Contracts to Convey—Title.—The plaintiff was a purchaser of a sub- 
division of land remaining undeveloped by the original owner, who had 
sold lots in his other subdivisions with restriction as to the size of the 
lots and their frontage upon the streets, each of the subdivisions being 
separate and distinct (Stephens v. Home Co., 181 N. C., 3885), without 
having adopted any definite plan or fixed purpose affecting the area or 
frontage of the lots in the subdivision acquired and being developed 
by the plaintiff, but had plats or maps made and recorded showing 
only a tentative or prospective plan of the sale of the entire property 
that were open to inspection by proposed purchasers. Having acquired 
the locus in quo, the plaintiff platted it into lots of smaller area and 
less frontage on the platted streets, and accordingly sold some of 
them, but the defendant refused to specifically perform his contract 
of purchase on the ground that the purchasers of lots of the other 
subdivisions, from the original owner, had acquired the right or 
equity of having the Jots in this subdivision of the same size and 
frontage as the lots in the other subdivisions, in which they had 
purchased: Held, the equity relied on by the defendant did not apply 
to the facts of this case, and the defense that a good title could not 
be made by the plaintiff by reason of the limitations in the deeds to 
purchasers made by the original owner was untenable. Instances 
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wherein lands have been platted into streets and lots, and sold upon 
the strength of representations made thereby, or ccvenants to that 
effect contained in the purchaser’s deeds, have no application to the 
facts of this case. Homes Co. v. Falls, 426. 


DEFAULT. See Judgments, 2. 

DEFECTS. See Railroadads, 5. 

DEFENSES. See Bankruptcy, 1; Courts, 6; Homicide, 4. 
DEMURRER. See Courts, 2; Pleadings, 3; Actions, 11. 
DEPOSITIONS. See Trials, 1. 

DEPOSITS. See Banks and Banking, 8; Executions, 6. 

DEPOT. See Railroads, 1. 

DESCENT AND DISTRIBUTION, See Wills, 4, 5. 

DESCRIPTIO PERSONA. See Statutes, 11. 

DEVISES. See Estates, 1; Wills, 1, 17, 19. 

DIRECTING VERDICT. See Attachment, 8; Instructions, 9. 
DIRECTORS. See Fraud, 1. | 
DIRECTOR GENERAL OF RAILROADS. See Carriers, 11; Judgments, 1. 
DISABILITIES. See Insurance, 4. 


DISCHARGE. See Bankruptcy, 1; Principal and Surety, 1; Employer and 
Employee, 4. 


DISCOVERY. 

Discovery — Evidence — Examination of Parties — Statuies—Appeal and 
Error—Parties.—An affidavit in support of a motion in the cause, 
to allow the plaintiffs to examine the defendant adversely under the 
provisions of C. 8., 900, showing that the defendant had assumed to 
manage the estate of a deceased person of whom the plaintiffs were 
the heirs at law, under a paper-writing purporting to be a will, but 
which had been set aside by the court upon caveat entered, and that 
this was the only available way in which certain information neces- 
sary in the action could be obtained, etc., is held sufficient to sustain 
the order of examination allowed by the clerk and approved by the 
judge of the Superior Court, and defendant’s appeal is accordingly 
dismissed in the Supreme Court. Jones v. Guano Co., 180 N. C., 319, 
cited and distinguished. Whitehurst v. Hinton, 11. 


DISCRETION. See Injunctions, 1; Witnesses, 1; Pleadings, 4; Municipal 
Corporations, 2; Appeal and Error, 27, 30; Verdict, 2; Criminal Law, 11; 
Constitutional Law, 22. 


DISCRIMINATION. See Instructions, 1; Constitutional Law, 1. 
DISMISSAL. See Appeal and Error, 10, 20, 27, 38. 
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DIVORCE. See Trusts, 2; Constitutional Law, 4; Statutes, 8. 

Divorce—Husband and Wife—Parent and Child—Habeas Corpus—Courts 
—Jurisdiction—Juvenile Courts.—The Superior Court, in which a 
suit for divorce is pending, has exclusive jurisdiction as to the care 
or custody of the children of the marriage, before and after the 
decree of divorcement has heen entered, C. 8., 1664, and though by 
proceedings in habeas corpus under the provisions of C. S., 2241, the 
custody of a child of the marriage may be awarded as between 
parents each of whom claim it, this applies only when the parents are 
living in a state of separation, without being divorced, or suing for 
a decree of divorcement; and where the decree of divorcement has 
been granted without awarding the custody of minor children of the 
marriage, the exclusive remedy is by motion in that cause. Quere, 
whether the statutes relating to the juvenile courts confer juridic- 
tion in such instances. Jn re Blake, 278. 


DOCKET. See Liens, 2. 
DOMICILE. See Taxation, 2, 4. 
DOWER. See Mortgages, 1. 


DRAFTS. See Bills and Notes, 3; Banks and Banking, 6. 


DRAINS. See Municipal Corporations, 1. 
DUTIES. See Damages, 2; Employer and Employee, 1, 7; Contracts, 385. 


EASEMENTS. See Deeds and Conveyances, 5. 

Easements—Deeds and Conveyances—-Covenanits—Breach—Lakes—Boat- 
ing and Fishing—Servient Tenement—Dominant Tenement—Actions.— 
A deed to a lot of land, included in a large tract thereof developed 
into a summer resort, whereon a large lake had been made by 
damming a stream flowing through it, that has a covenant running 
with the land giving the owner upon its banks, and his successors in 
title, the right of boating, fishing, bathing, etc., creates an easement in 
favor of the grantee and his successors in title, constituting the said 
property of the grantor the servient and that of the grantee the domi- 
nant tenement in reference to the rights and privileges described and 
specified in the instrument; and in the absence of an express agree- 
ment in the instrument, the owner of the servient tenement is not 
bound to maintain such easement or keep it in repair; and where the 
dam has been later swept away by an unusual and unprecedented 
rainfall in this vicinity, no cause of action lies in favor of the 
grantee in the deed to compel the grantor to rebuild the dam, or to 
recover damages for being deprived of the benefits he had acquired 
under the covenants in the deed. Richardson v. Jennings, 559. 


EDUCATION. See Constitutional Law, 18. 


EIECTMENT. See Betterments, 1; Deeds and Conveyances, 8. 


Ejectment—Instructions—Appeal and Error.—Upon the trial of this action 
in ejectment and for damages, the charge of the court upon the prin- 
ciples of constructive and adverse possession are held to be without 
error. James v. Baker, 612. 
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ELECTIONS. See Taxation, 6; Constitutional Law, 10; Appeal and Error, 44; 


Schools, 1, 5, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 18, 14, 15, 16. 
i Elections—Primary Law—County Board—-Powers of Review—Qualifica- 


tion of Electors—Returns.—Under our primary law the right of a 
proposed elector to vote for the party’s choice of a county official, in 
this case a register of deeds, is expressly referrecdl to the precinct 
registrar and judges of election, without power of review, or other- 
wise, in the county board of elections, the authority of the county 
board extending only to supervise or to review “errors in tabulating 
returns or filling out blanks.” C. S., 6042-6048. Rowland v. Board of 
Elections, 78. 


2. Same—Mandamus.—Where the county board of elections has assumed 


to pass upon the qualifications of the electors voting in a primary for 
the selection of a party candidate for a county office, and in so doing 
has declared certain of the electors disqualified, and has accordingly 
changed its returns and declared the one appearing to have received a 
smaller vote, the choice of the party as a candidate, an action will lie 
by the one appearing toe have received the larger vote, against the 
county board, to compel them, by mandamus, to tabulate the returns 
made by the registrars and judges of the precinct, ard then to publish 
and declare the same as the result of the election. C. S., 6042-6048. 
Ibid. 


3. Hlections—Primary Law—Statute—Legislative Powers—Courts.—The 


courts will not determine the reasonableness of the legislative enact- 
ment differentiating the authority of the county board of elections in 
passing upon the qualification of the electors of a precinct in a 
primary selection of a candidate for a county office, from the powers 
to be exercised by it in a general election, this being a matter entirely 
within the province of legislation and not subject to judicial inquiry 
by the courts. Jbid. 


4. Elections—Primary Law—Repealing Statutes.—The primary law to 


select a party candidate for a county office repeals all laws incon- 
sistent with its provisions, and by incorporating therein certain pro- 
visions of the general election law, confers no authority on the county 
board of electors to pass upon the qualifications of the voters of a 
precinct, and thereby change the result of the election from that 
appearing upon the face of the returns it had officially tabulated. 
Ibid. 


EMINENT DOMAIN. See Municipal Corporations, 2, 4. 
EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYER. See Wills, 19, 24; Trespass, 1; Appeal and 


Error, 24, 25; Railroads, 2. 
1. Employer and Employee—Master and Servant—Duty of Employer—Safe 


Appliances—Negligence—Evidence.—The plaintiff was employed in 
the defendant’s knitting mill, among other things, to place stockings, 
after they had been dyed, into a basket or receptacle for drying, and 
which he was to revolve for that purpose, at great speed, with power- 
driven machinery; that there was an opening in this basket through 
which the ends or parts of the stockings would fly from the revolving 
basket, importing menace to the operator, and which was closed in 
more improved devices of this sort, and which, in the present case, 
could have been closed at small expense without diminishing the use- 
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fulness of the basket; that while operating the machine the plaintiff’s 
arm was caught by the flying ends of the stockings and thus drawn 
into the machinery and severely injured: Held, sufficient to take the 
case to the jury upon the issue of the defendant’s actionable negli- 
gence in proximately causing the plaintiff’s injury by its failure to 
exercise reasonable care in the selection of the appliance with which 
the plaintiff was required to work. Lacey v. Hosiery Co., 19. 


2. Same—Rule of the Prudent Man—Appliances Known and Approved— 
Unnecessary Dangers——The duty of an employer to furnish an em- 
ployee, in the observance of ordinary care in the selection of power- 
driven appliances at which the employee is required to work in the 
performance of his duties, is not fully met when he furnishes like 
appliances to those known and approved and in general use in plants 
of the same character, for it is also required of him, under the rule 
of the prudent man, not to subject his employee to obvious and un- 
necessary dangers, which could be readily removed without destroy- 
ing or seriously impairing the efficacy of the implement, and of which 
he knew, or should have known under the circumstances, in the 
exercise of ordinary care. Jbdid. 


3. Employer and Employee—Master and Servant—Contracts—Considera- 
tion—Bonus—-Supplementary Contracts.—An offer of a bonus by an 
employer to such of his employees working for wages by the week, as 
would continue to work for a designated period of months, is a sup- 
plementary contract to that by the week, and becomes binding on the 
promisor, without express agreement by the employee, when the 
latter continues to work under the inducement offered. Roberts v. 
Mills, 406. 


4. Same—Discharge of Employee—Damages—Quantum Meruit—Where an 
employee by the week continues to work during the period for which 
his employer has offered a bonus, and is discharged without lawful 
excuse by the employer before the ending of the term, he is entitled 
to recover his weekly wage, under his contract relating thereto, to the 
time of his discharge, and upon his supplementary contract for the 
bonus to that time upon a quantum meruit, the question as to whether 
the employer had a reasonable ground to discharge his employee 
peing for the jury upon conflicting evidence. Ibid. 


5. Same—Husband and Wife.—Where the employees of a manufacturing 
plant, working for a bonus under the promise of their employer, are 
husband and wife, living together in the tenant house on the com- 
pany’s premises, the discharge of the husband accompanied with an 
order to leave the premises he was occupying with his wife, is an 
implied discharge of his wife also. Ibid. 


8. Employer and Employee—Master and Servant—Carriers of Freight— 
Railroads—Negligence—Federal Employers’ Liability Act—Automatic 
Couplings—Federal Safety Appliance Act—Oontributory Negligence— 
Assumption of Risk-—Instructions.—The plaintiff was employed in 
interstate commerce as head brakeman by the defendant railroad com- 
pany with the duty to set all through switches and to couple and 
uncouple cars, and while performing this duty he was struck and 
injured while cutting off a car coupled to the train with an improper 
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ENTRY. 


automatic coupler used in violation of the Federal statute known as 
the “Safety Appliance Act,” by his striking a car that had been 
placed on the “house track” under his supervision, with conflicting 
evidence as to whether this car had been placed in the “clear,” and 
the conductor so informed: Held, in an action brought under the 
Federal Ilxmployers’ Liability Act, the refusal of a requested instruc- 
tion by the defendant that the injury would be due to the plaintiff’s 
contributory negligence if it Was caused by the close proximity of the 
car on the house track under the circumstances was not erroneous; 
and an instruction of the court that the defendant would be answer- 
able if the violation of the Iederal statute contributed to the injury 
was proper, both upon the issues of contributory negligence and 
assumption of risks. Gordon v. R. R., 544. 


7. Employer and Employee—-Master and Servant—Safe Appliances—Duty 


of Masier—Ordinary Tools—Reasonable Care of Selection—Negli- 
gence.—The principle requiring an employer, in the exercise of rea- 
sonable care, to furnish to his employees a safe place to work, and 
provide them with implements, tools, and appliances suitable to the 
work in which they are engaged, applies to simple or ordinary tools 
where the defect is readily observed, and of a kind importing menace 
of substantial injury, having due regard to the nature of the work 
and the manner of doing it, and the employer should have known of 
the defect, or discovered it under the duty of insvection ordinarily 
incumbent upon him in tools of this character, and the injury com- 
plained of occurred without having afforded the ermployee an oppor- 
tunity of remedying the defect. McKinney v. Adams, 562. 


8. Same—Hvidence—Nonsuit— Questions for Jury—Trials.—The plaintiff, 


an employee of the defendant, was furnished by the defendant’s fore- 
man, to trim limbs from logs, in the course of his employment, an axe 
with a split handle that made “a limber, switchy handle,’ with which 
one could not strike true, the foreman telling the plaintiff during his 
work to be careful, that the axe was sharp, and he raight cut his foot, 
which a little later he did, without having an opportunity to remedy 
the defect, and caused substantial damage, the subzect of the action, 
the axe haying glanced from a small dead snag on a limb he was 
trimming by reason of the limber handle: Jfeld, sufficient evidence of 
actionable negligence, and defendant’s motion as of nonsuit was 
properly overruled. Jbid. 


See Liens, 2. 


EQUITY. See Banks and Banking, 2; Betterments, 1; Contracts, 3; Deeds 


and Conveyances, 7, 18; Injunction, 2; Mortgages, 1, 7; Trials, 1; Execu- 
tion, 2; Corporations, 7; Wills, 11. 


ESTATES. See Wills, 4+, 7, 14, 17; Adverse Possession, 2; Limitation of 


Actions, 11. 
Estates—Wéills—Devise—Tenants in Common—-Deeds and Conveyances.— 


An estate devised to the step-daughter of the testator “to her and to 
her children and children’s children,” possession to be given after the 
death of the testator and his wife, the testator and his wife being 
dead, leaving the devisee alive with two living children without chil- 
dren: //cld, the title to the estate vested in the step-daughter and her 
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two children, as tenants in common, and the deed of the daughter and 
her husband was alone insufficient to convey a full and complete title 
to the lands. Benbury v. Butts, 238. 


ESTOPPEL. See Judgments, 18; Municipal Corporations, 4. 


EVIDENCE. See Appeal and Error, 4, 15, 18, 21, 28, 29, 32, 39, 40, 42, 45, 
54, 57; Betterments, 2; Carriers, 9, 17, 18; Contracts, 9, 11, 17, 19, 21, 
27, 86; Deeds and Conveyances, 1, 3, 5, 7, 9; Discovery, 1; Employer 
and Employee, 1, 8; Injunction, 1; Instructions, 2, 9, 10, 11, 16; In- 
surance, 1; Mortgages, 8; Principal and Agent, 4, 6; Slander, 3, 6; 
Trespass, 1, 3; Verdict, 1; Bills and Notes, 7; Criminal Law, 1, 2, 5, 7, 
10, 15; Fraud, 1; Judgments, 9; Wills, 20; Pleadings, 2; Witnesses, 2, 
3; Highways, 3; Constitutional Law, 5; Assault and Battery, 1; Jury, 1; 
Statutes, 1; Attachment, 8; Homicide, 1, 2, 9, 10, 11; Courts, 6; Rail- 
roads, 2: Trials, 2, 8; Vendor and Purchaser, 1, 2; Intoxicating 
Liquors, 2, 8, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 18, 14; Rape, 1. 


1. Evidence—-Nonsuit—M otions—Statutes—Under the provisions of C. S., 
567, the defendant, after the court has refused his motion as of non- 
suit upon the evidence, may except, introduce evidence, and renew 
his motion after all the evidence has been introduced; but his last 
motion only can be considered, and upon all the evidence in the case, 
and if therein the plaintiff has made out a case, the motion should be 
disallowed. Blackman v. Woodmen, 76. 


2. Evidence—Suficiency—Appeal and Hrror—Actions.—The plaintiff’s evi- 
dence will be taken as true in passing upon the defendant’s position 
that it was insufficient to prove his cause of action. Harrison v. 
R. R., 87. 


3. Evidence—Written Contracts—Lost Writing—Contents—Search—-Notice 
to Produce—Where a party to a written duplicated contract desires 
to introduce parol evidence of its terms, on the ground that he had 
lost his own copy, and on the failure of the adverse party to produce 
the duplicate original after notice, it is necessary that he shall have 
reasonably exhausted all sources of information and means of dis- 
covery of his own copy, of which the circumstances would suggest, 
and which were accessible to him; and the written notice to produce 
must also be reasonable as to time and place. Sermons v. Allen, 127. 





4, Same—-Nonresident Party.—Where the adverse party, to whom notice 
to produce a written contract, the subject of the action, is to be given, 
resides at a different place from that of the trial, it is required, for 
the introduction of parol evidence of the terms of the writing, that 
such notice shall have been given him before he had left home to 
attend the trial, and notice thereof given him during the trial of the 
cause is insufficient. Jbid. 


5. Hvidence—Grants—Deeds and Conveyances—Boundaries—Location of 
Lands—Subdstantive Facts—Questions for Jury—Trials.—Where, in 
an action of trespass, a surveyor has testified that he knows the 
boundaries of the land in dispute as described in the complaint, he 
may testify that they are within the natural boundaries set out in a 
grant from the State, upon which the plaintiff relies, and such evi- 
dence, being of a substantive fact, is not objectionable as involving 


872 INDEX. 





EVIDENCE—Continued. 


a vital matter on which the parties were at issue, cr that it assumed 
to determine an essential element of the verdict for the jury to 
decide. Berry v. Cedar Works, 187. 


6. Evidence—Deeds and Conveyances—-Color—Adverse Fossession—Fraud. 
A deed in the chain of title of a party in an action of trespass does 
not lose its character as color under which sufficient adverse posses- 
sion will ripen his title, by reason of fraud in a ‘prior grantor, the 
deed being valid until set aside by a court of equity. Jbdid. 


7. Evidence—Deeds and Conveyances—Probate—Parol lividence—Written 
Instruments.—Where the probate of a corporation’s deed for land is 
in substantial compliance with the statutory form, C. S., 3326, parol 
evidence is competent, in an action attacking its validity, that tends 
to corroborate the recitations of the probate, and to further show 
that the president and secretary had proper authority to act therein 
on its behalf. Bailey v. Hassell, 451. 


8. Evidence—Burden of Proof—Carriers of Goods—Express Companies— 
Loss of Shipmeni—Trials—Appeal and Error—tIn an action against 
an express company to recover a certain amount o: currency alleged 
to have been stolen while in the defendant’s possession under its con- 
tract of carriage, and delivered to it in a bag alsc containing silver 
money, sealed and delivered in the same condition to the plaintiff, 
the consignee, and opened by the plaintiff in the absence of the de- 
fendant’s agents or employees, when the loss was fivst discovered, the 
burden of proof is on the plaintiff to show this fact in issue, upon the 
principle that this particular fact, necessary to be proved, was pecu- 
liarly within the plaintiff’s knowledge, and this principle involving an 
important and indispensable right, it is reversible error for the trial 
judge to place the burden of proof thereof upon the defendant. 
Hosiery Co. v. Express Co., 477. 


9. Same.—In an action against a common carrier to recover for the loss 
of or damage to a shipment of goods under a contract of carriage, the 
plaintiff must show the delivery to the carrier; an undertaking on the 
earrier’s part, express or implied, to transport them; a failure of the 
carrier to perform its contract or duty, i. e., nondelivery of the goods 
or delivery in a damaged condition; and upon the failure of the 
plaintiff to thus make out a prima facie case the carrier is not 
required to offer any evidence. Ibid. 


10. Evidence—Nonerpert Testimony—Deeds and Conveyances—Mental Con- 
dition—Opinion_A witness may not only testify to the facts he 
knows concerning a grantor whose deed is being impeached for his 
mental incapacity to have made it, but may also give his opinion or 
belief upon the personal knowledge he has of his sanity or insanity. 
Trust Co. v. Gear, 612. 


11. Evidence—Nonsuit—Trials—Combs v. Extract Co., 681. 


12. Evidence—Criminal Law—Preliminary Hearings—Trials—Witnesses— 
Testimony as to Evidence at Former Hearing—Common Law.—Under 
the common-law rule. where a witness in a criminal action on the 
preliminary trail in a court having jurisdiction, has been examined 
by the State under oath, in the presence of the defendant, to whom 
the right to cross-examine has been accorded, and being hound over 
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to the Superior Court, it has been properly made to appear that his 
presence had wrongfully been prevented at the trial by the act of 
procurement of the defendant, it is competent, at the second trial, to 
show, by the testimony of another witness, that he was present at the 
preliminary trial and to his own knowledge the absent witness had 
there sworn to a certain state of facts relevant to the inquiry. S. wv. 
Maynard, 658. 


13. Same—Stenographer’s Notes—In the above case the stenographer’s 
transcribed notes, taken at the preliminary trial of a criminal action, 
are competent evidence on the second hearing of what a witness had 
testified on the former one, when the stenographer, as a witness, has 
testified that his notes are substantially correct; and they come within 
the common-law rule as to the admissibility of evidence of this 
character. Ibid. 


14. Same—Constitutional Law—Right of Accused —The common-law rule 
of evidence, allowing upon the second trial of a criminal action, testi- 
mony of a witness of the evidence given by a witness on the pre- 
liminary trial, under the conditions specified, does not deprive the 
defendant of his constitutional right to confront his accuser and his 
witnesses, Const., Art. I, sec. 11, this right having already been 
accorded him on the preliminary hearing. Jbid. 


15. Evidence—Criminal Law—Conumon-law Rule—Preliminary Hearings— 
Statutes.—Our various statutes relating to the introduction of testi- 
mony at the second trial of evidence introduced in the preliminary 
hearing of a criminal action does not affect the common-law rule, but 
it is an extension of its principle, making it only necessary when the 
statutory provisions as to the making of the written record, its cor- 
rection, signature by the witness, etc., have been complied with, tc 
sufficiently identify the record for its admission as evidence upon the 
second trial. C. 8., 4560, 4568, 4572. Ibid. 


16. Evidence—Criminal Law—Preliminary Hearings—Trials—Procuring 
Absence of Witness—Questions for Court—Questions for Jury.—The 
findings of the trial judge, in his sound discretion, and upon sufficient 
evidence, that the defendant had wrongfully procured the absence of 
a witness at the second hearing, whose evidence on the preliminary 
hearing was permitted to be testified to by another witness is con- 
clusive of this question on appeal, when this discretion has not been 
abused by him; and a requested instruction that makes this finding a 
question for the jury, is properly refused. Jbdid. 


EXECUTORY CONTRACTS. See Contracts, 28. 
EXAMINATION. See Discovery, 1; Judgments, 8. 
EXCEPTIONS. See Appeal and Error, 36. 
EXCESSIVE DAMAGES. See Appeal and Error, 46. 


EXECUTION. See Judgments, 13; Principal and Surety, 1; Courts, 8; Appeal 
and Error, 38. 

1, Execution—Choses in Action—Common Law--Statutes——At common 

law, choses in action were not subject to seizure and sale under final 
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process of execution, and except and to the extent the same have been 
modified or changed by statute, this rule still prevails. Grocery Co. v. 
Newman, 370. 


2, Same—Equity—Fi. Fa.—Supplemental Proceedings.— Except in case of 
attachment proceedings, wherein provision is made for exceptional 
and urgent cases, choses in action can only be made available to the 
creditor by civil action in the nature of an equitable fi. fa., or by the 
statutory method of supplemental proceedings, both of which methods, 
in this jurisdiction and in proper instances, are still open to claimants. 
Ibid. 


3, Same—Negotiable Instruments—Notes—Banks and Banking—Collat- 
crals—-Set-off.—In proceedings supplemental to execution, notes owned 
and held by the judgment debtor, or hypothecated as collateral to his 
own notes made to a bank, are choses in action, and the bank may 
apply them to the payment of its own claims against the judgment 
debtor, in accordance with the terms of hypothecation, when the same 
have matured, and when not matured, and it has an equitable right 
of set-off when the debtor is insolvent, to the extent necessary to 
protect its own interest, and, also, the right of application according 
to any contract it may hold which specifically affects the property. 
Tbid. 


4. Same—Notice.—A judgment creditor, in pursuing the remedy allowed 
by our statutes in supplemental proceedings, C. S., 711 et seq., acquires 
no lien upon the choses in action of the judgment debtor held by a 
bank as collateral by the issuance of notice, this being shown by 
perusal of section 714, providing for arrest and bond, on proper affi- 
davit, ete.; section 717, for an order of the judge, without arrest, for 
bidding the transfer of the judgment debtor’s property, ete.; section 
725. for the appointment of a receiver, etc. Jbid. 


5. Sanve—Deposits.—A bank may apply the deposits of its customer to the 
payment of his note after maturity, by way of set-off, unless some 
other creditor has in the meantime acquired a superior right thereto 
in some way recognized by the law; and a mere notice to the bank in 
proceedings supplemental to execution is insufficient to deprive the 
bank of this right. Jbid. 


6. Same—Levy.— Where it has been determined in proceedings supple- 
mental to execution that there are certain notes made payable to the 
judgment debtor, some of which he has hypothecated with a bank 
as collateral to his own notes given thereto, a levy of the sheriff, by 
virtue of the writ therein, requiring that the bank turn over and 
deliver to him all such of the collaterals as may be sufficient to 
satisfy the judgment in a certain amount, is inoperative and ineffec- 
tual. Ibid. 


EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS. See Limitation of Actions, 1, 11. 
EXEMPTIONS. See Constitutional Law, 12. 
EXPRESS COMPANIES. See Carriers, 20; Evidence, 8. 


FACTS. See Principal and Agent, 2. 
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FALSE REPRESENTATIONS. See Insurance, 3. 
FEDERAL COURTS. See Carriers, 17; Courts, 11; Intoxicating Liquor, 9. 


FEDERAL EMPLOYER®D’ LIABILITY ACT. See Employer and Employee, 6; 
Appeal and Error, 36; Damages, 4. 


FEDERAL SAFETY APPLIANCE ACT, See Employer and Employee, 6. 


FEDERAL STATUTES. See Principal and Sureties, 2; Courts, 8; Carriers, 
11; Appeal and Error, 36. 


FEES. See Actions, 1. 

FERTILIZERS. See Constitutional Law, 5; Statutes, 1. 
FI. FA. See Executions, 2. 

FINAL JUDGMENTS. See Injunctions, 4; Courts, 7. 


FINDINGS. See Reference, 1; Witnesses, 2; Appeal and Error, 29; Roads 
and Highways, 4; Municipal Corporations, 8. 


FISH. See Easements, 1. 

FOOD. See Contracts, 6. 

FORECLOSURE. See Judgments, 8&8. 
FORFEITURE. See Intoxicating Liquors, 1. 


FRAUD. See Bills and Notes, 1, 2; Contracts, 2, 8, 4, 5, 7; Deeds and Con- 
veyances, 7; Instructions, 2; Insurance, 3; Limitation of Actions, 1; 
Wills, 8; Evidence, 6; Pleadings, 2; Vendor and Purchaser, 1; Appeal 
and Error, 82. 

1. Fraud—Corporations—O ficers—-Directors—Evidence—Verdicts—Trials. 
Evidence that the directors of the defendant corporation sent an agent 
to the plaintiff and secured a loan of money she had received upon 
an insurance policy on the life of her husband; that the plaintiff 
was inexperienced in business affairs and relied upon the assurance 
of the representative that the loan would be amply secured, and the 
directors individually liable therefor; that theretofore the banks had 
lent the corporation money upon its note with the individual endorse- 
ments of the directors, but at this time had refused to further do so, 
and that the money obtained from the plaintiff was upon the unen- 
dorsed and unsecured note of the corporation, which was soon there- 
after thrown into the hands of a receiver and its assets bought in by 
the directors at a small per cent of its true valuation, is sufficient to 
sustain a verdict of the jury finding fraud on the part of the indi- 
vidual directors, defendants in the action, and a judgment that the 
plaintiff recover of them in her action. Harper v. Supply Co., 204. 


HABEAS CORPUS. See Appeal and Error, 17; Constitutional Law, 4; 

Divorce, 1. 

Habeas Corpus—Appeal and Error—Certiorari—An appeal to the §u- 
preme Court will not lie from the denial of a petition in habeas 
corpus proceedings, such as were taken in this case, the remedy being 
by application to this Court for a writ of certiorari. S. v. Vickers, 677. 
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HARMLESS ERROR. See Contracts, 1, 4; Intoxicating Liquor, 7. 
HEALTH. See Insurance, 9. 
HEARINGS. See Injunctions, 4; Evidence, 12. 


HEARSAY EVIDENCE. See Deeds and Conveyances, 4; Verdict, 1; Intoxi- 
eating Liquors, 6, 10; Witnesses, 3. 


HEIRS. See Mortgages, 2; Rule in Shelley’s Case, 4; Railroads, 1; Wills, 
4, 6. 


HIGHWAYS. See Roads and Highways; Injunction, 1; App2al and Error, 33; 
Assault and Battery, 1. 

1. Highways—County Commissioners—Notice to Owner—Principal and 
Agent—Roads.—One who has an agent present before the board of 
county commissioners resisting the relocation of « county highway 
upon his lands has notice, implied from the agency, of the action of 
the board in taking his additional lands in deterniining the matter 
contrary to his contentions. Cotton Mills v. Comrs., 227. 


2, Highways—County Commissioners—Discretionary Powers.—The judg- 
ment of the county commissioners in taking the land of one adjoining 
owner in preference to that of another in relocating and widening 
a highway will not be reviewed by the courts, unless bad faith or 
manifest abuse of discretion has been established, or it is clearly 
made to appear that the commissioners have acted in the promotion 
of some personal or private end, and not in the interest of the public. 
Ibid. 

3. Same—Injunction—Hvidence—Where the plaintiff seeks injunctive 
relief against the commissioners of the county for taking additional 
land from him in the location of a public highway, and alleges that 
the commissioners have acted solely in the interest of an adjoining 
owner, Which the commissioners deny, and there is no evidence to 
support the plaintiff’s allegation, it is insufficient in impeachment of 
the action of the board, and a permanent injunction should be denied. 
Ibid. 

4. Same—Contracts—Where the board of county comnissioners, acting 
within their sound discretion and for the public interest, have de- 
termined upon widening a public highway, in its relocation, so as to 
take in an additional width of the plaintiff’s land, injunctive relief 
will not be granted the plaintiff upon the ground that it had entered 
on a contract with the commissioners, upon a consideration that the 
road should be located at a certain place when there is nothing in the 
contract to sustain such contentions, or to limit the powers of the 
board accordingly. Jbid. 

5. Same—Surveyor—Principal and Agent-—The county engineer has no 
implied authority from the board of county commissioners, by virtue 
of his position, to bind it in the exercise of its reasonable discretion 
as to relocation or widening a county highway. Jbid, 


HOMESTEAD. See Judgments, 20. 


HOMICIDE. See Appeal and Error, 51; Criminal Law, 12; Instructions, 16. 


1. Homicide—Murder—Justification—Evidence—Burden of Proof—Non- 
suit Where the killing of a human being by the use of a deadly 
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weapon is shown, the jury will be justified in rendering a verdict of 
murder in the second degree, at least, and the burden of proof being 
upon the prisoner to show matters in mitigation or to justify the jury 
in rendering a verdict in a less degree, or of acquittal, as they may be 
satisfied upon the evidence; a motion for a judgment as of nonsuit 
thereon cannot be sustained. WS. v. Johnson, 687. 


2. Homicide—Murder—Justification—Evidence—Reasonable Apprehension 
—Questions for Jury—Trials—Where there is evidence in justifica- 
tion, on the trial of a homicide, that the prisoner was without fault in 
bringing about the fight that resulted in the death, had fought un- 
willingly, and had committed the act with a deadly weapon while 
being attacked with one by the deceased, with murderous intent, it is 
not required that the prisoner show that it was actually necessary for 
him to have taken the deceased’s life in order to preserve his own, 
but only whether in the judgment of the jury upon the evidence he 
had reasonable grounds to believe that it was necessary to do- so 
under the circumstances. Ibid. 


8. Homicide—Murder—Justification—Murderous Intent.—Where justifica- 
tion is set up as a defense on a trial for murder, and it is proved 
by the prisoner that the deceased had attacked him with murderous 
intent, and that he had killed deceased without fault on his part, the 
prisoner was under no obligation to fly, but could stand his ground and 
kill his adversary, if need be. The distinction between assaults with 
and without felonious intent shown by WALKER, J. Ibid. 


4. Homicide—Denfense—Insanity—Appeal and Error.—Upon this trial for 
homicide: Held, the verdict of the jury finding adversely to the de- 
fendant’s plea of insanity will not be disturbed, on appeal. S. wv. 
Terry, 1783 N. C., 761. S, v. Campbell, 765. 


. Homicide—Murder—Premeditation — Instructions —- Prejudice—Appeal 
and Error.—Where, upon the trial of a homicide, there is evidence 
tending to convict the prisoner of murder in the first degree and of 
the less degrees of the crime, and that also would sustain his plea of 
self-defense, an instruction that if the prisoner, at the time, had a 
spite, or fancied wrong, against the deceased, it would constitute 
murder in the first degree, is reversibie error in leaving out an essen- 
tial principle of law, that though the prisoner may have had such 
spite or fancied wrong, premeditation or deliberation was yet neces- 
sary to constitute murder in the first degree. S. v. Bush, 778. 


C1 


6. Homicide—Murder — Self-defense — Justification—Instructions—Preju- 
dice—Questions for Jury—Trials—Appeal and Error.—A person is 
justified in killing another when the act is committed under circum- 
stances that would justify a man of ordinary firmness in reasonably 
believing that it was necessary to save his own life, or to save him- 
self from serious bodily harm, this being for the jury to determine 
from the evidence and the facts and circumstances as they appeared 
to him at the time, and an instruction that requires the defendant to 
show an actual necessity for the killing is reversible error. Ibid. 


7. Same — Manslaughter — Conflicting Instructions—New Trials.—Where, 
upon the trial for a homicide, the judge has deprived the prisoner of a 
charge of an essential principle in the definition of manslaughter by 
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his erroneous instruction as to the principle that would constitute 
murder, and the prisoner has been convicted of murder, the error will 
not be held as cured by a correct charge upon the same principle 
appearing elsewhere in his charge, the assumption on appeal being 
that the jury was influenced by the erroneous charge, and a new 
trial will be ordered. Jbid. 


8. Homicide—Manslaughter—Instructions—Prejudice—A ppeal and Error. 
Where. upon a trial for a homicide, the trial judge has omitted to 
charge upon the defense of manslaughter separately, where there was 
evidence of it, and has incorrectly charged the jury upon the degrees 
of murder, as to what constituted manslaughter, of which there was 
evidence, it constitutes reversible error, Jbdid. 


9. Homicide—Evidence—Reputation—Character of Dececsed—Appeal and 
Error.—The evidence upon the material and determinative facts in 
this trial of a homicide tended to show no self-defense or excuse: 
Held, the trial judge properly excluded the answers to questions on 
defendant’s cross-examination of the State’s witness for the purpose 
of showing the general reputation of the deceased for shooting and 
cutting men when he was under the influence of whiskey, or his 
general reputation for gambling, or his reputation for carrying a 
pistol, under the authority of S. v. Canup, 180 N. C., 739. S. v. Bald- 
awwin, 89. 


10. Homicide—NSelf-defense—Evidence—Appeal and Error.—An exception 
is untenable, upon the trial for a homicide, that th: judge failed to 
charge the jury upon the principles of self-defense, when it appears 
that the prisoner entered willingly and aggressively info the fight 
that resulted in the death, and thus continued therein until he had 
killed the deceased, under the decision in the case of S. v. Hvans, 1TT 
N. C., 564, and other cases, also cited in the opinion of the Court. 
Toid. 

11. Homicide — Manslaughter — Evidence — Verdict—Appeal and Error.— 
Where, upon the trial for homicide, it appears that the prisoner pro- 
voked a fight with the deceased, entered willingly, and continued 
unlawfully therein, if the death had not resulted the prisoner would 
have been guilty of a misdemeanor, and, where death has resulted, a 
verdict convicting him of manslaughter will not be disturbed. Jbid. 


HUSBAND ANT WIFE. See Trusts, 2; Divorce, 1; Employer and Employee, 
5: Wills, 12; Statutes, 11. 


INCRIMINATION. See Intoxicating Liquors, 13. 
INDEMNITY. See Criminal Law, 15; Insurance, 6, 9. 


INDICTMENT. See Constitutional Law, 21; Criminal Law, 8; Intoxicating 
Liquors, 4. 


Indictment— Motion to Quash—Jurors—Selection—Qualification—Statutes, 
Directory—Grand Jury.—The board of county commissioners, in draw- 
ing the names for the grand jury, placed the scrolls with the names 
of the qualified jurors separately in envelopes, as to each precinct, 
with the name of the precinct marked on each envelope, and pro- 
ceeded to draw the jurors apportioned to each precinet: from the scrolls 
of names of the jurors therefrom, placed in box No. 1, and drawn by 
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a child under ten years of age, with the purpose and effect of thus 
drawing from each and every of the precincts of the county its pro- 
portionate number of qualified jurors. In other respects the direc- 
tions of the statute, C. 8S., 2212, 2218, 2214, were complied with, and 
this having been done in good faith, and without the opportunity for 
fraud: Held, these statutes being directory upon the matter excepted 
to, except as to the qualification required of jurors, the irregularity 
complained of did not invalidate the indictment of the defendant in 
this case, and his motion to quash it for irregularity was properly 
denied. The importance of conforming to the directory provisions of 
these statutes emphasized by WALKER, J. S. v. Mallard, 667. 


IMPEACHMENT. See Verdict, 1. 


INJUNCTION. See Appeal and Error, 4, 33; Mortgages, 6: Highways, 3; 
Judgments, 18; School Districts, 8; Schools, 5; Usury, 1. 

1. Injunction—Evidence—Highways—Discretion of Commissioners.—The 
exercise of a sound discretion by a county highway commission is a 
legislative power delegated to it, with which the courts will not inter- 
fere by injunction or otherwise upon the mere allegation that the 
commissioners were acting for the private benefit of some of them, 
and not in the public interest, without evidence or proof thereof. 
Peters v. Highway Commission, 30. 


2, Injunction—Equity—Incompleted Ground Shown for Relief.—Where a 
sale under the power of a first mortgage or deed of trust is sought to 
be enjoined by the first mortgagor upon the ground that the first mort- 
gagee had agreed to bid in the land to be sold by his trustee, then 
lease it for a year to the second mortgagor, a purchaser from the first 
mortgagor, and give the first mortgagor a certain option of purchase, 
ete.: Held, the carrying out of the alleged plan necessitates the sale 
by the trustee in the first mortgage which is sought to be enjoined in 
the instant suit, and there being no present equity of the plaintiff 
shown in accordance with the contract he has set out, it was error 
to continue the preliminary restraining order to the final hearing. 
Grantham »v. Sloan, 146. 


3. Injunction—Taration—Acts Accomplished—Statutes—Remedy of Tax- 
payer.—Injunctive relief is not available to the taxpayers of a county, 
where a tax levy for school purposes has been made, when it appears 
that under the levy complained of the moneys have been raised and 
distributed to the branches of government entitled thereto, some of 
which are not parties to this suit. Semble, the only remedy for the 
injured taxpayers ts to pay the illegal tax under protest and sue to 
recover the same, as provided by statute. C. S., 7979. Galloway v. 
Board of Education, 245. 


4. Injunction—Taration — School Districts — Final Judgment—Hearing— 
Trials.—On this appeal: Held, the trial judge properly dissolved a 
temporary order restraining the county board of education from 
levying a special tax for school purposes pursuant to an election held 
upon the question in the district; but erred in adjudging that the 
defendants “go without day,” such being permissible only when the 
facts are fixed and established at the final hearing. Davenport v. 
Board of Education, 188 N. C., 570. Owen v. Board of Education, 267. 
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oy. Injunction—Issues of Fact—Bills and Notes—Acceptance for Cash—lIn- 
nocent Holder—Due Course—Questions for Jury—tTrials.—Plaintifts 
executed notes for the purchase of certain patent rights to Il, and 
afterwards they mutually agreed to cancel them, but I. had hypothe- 
cated them with the defendant, and there was conflicting evidence in 
the plaintiff’s application for an injunction, whether the defendant 
was to return the notes to I., if not accepted as a cash credit on the 
debt owed it by I., which had not been done, or whether the defend- 
ant was a holder for value without notice of the plaintiff’s equity: 
Held, the preliminary restraining order obtained in the suit should 
have been continued to the final hearing for the determination of the 
jury of the fact at issue. Glover v. Guano Co., 621. 


6. Injunction—Mortgages—Sales—Deed in Trust—Parties.—It appears in 
this case that plaintiff had mortgaged his land to secure balance of 
purchase money by deed of trust to the defendant and her trustee, 
and the controversy depends upon whether the defendant had agreed 
to cancel the trust deed and the notes it secured in consideration of 
the payments she had already received, with evidence that a part of 
one of the notes had been purchased by a stranger to the transaction: 
Heid, the sale under the power contained in the trust deed should be 
enjoined until the final hearing, and that the part purchaser of one of 
said notes be made a party. Byrd v. Hicks, 628. 


INSANITY. See Homicide, 4. 


INSTRUCTIONS. See Appeal and Error, 2, 3, 5, 7, 9, 13, 25, 32, 36, 41, 
45, 51, 58, 54; Carriers, 2; Railroads, 5; Contracts, 14; Deeds and Con- 
veyances, 6; Bills and Notes, 5; Judgments, 6; Negligence, 3, 7; Attach- 
ment, 8; Employer and Employee, 6; Criminal Law, 12; Ejectment, 1; 
Homicide, 5, 6, 7, 8; Intoxicating Liquors, 2, 7. 


1. Instructions—-Statutes—Expression of Opinion of Judge—Prejudice— 
Racial Distinctions——Where the presiding judge instructs the jury, 
who are all white men, of their duty to give exact justice between a 
colored plaintiff and a white defendant, without considering the color 
line, but specifically and clearly disclaims any opinion of his own 
upon the facts in evidence, it is not objectionable, as an expression of 
an opinion by the judge, forbidden by the statute. Wilson v. Sewing 
Machine Co., 41. 


2. Instructions—Fraud—lIssues—Evidence—-Appeal and Error.—It is not 
required of the judge to charge the jury of the full definitions of 
fraud upon which equity will set aside a deed, the subject of the 
action, if he instructs them correctly and clearly upon such of the 
principles as are applicable to the issue under the relevant evidence 
in the case, and the general charge, as so given, is within the intent 
and meaning of C. 8S., 564. Williams v. Hedgepeth, 114. 


8. Instructions—Prayers for Instruction—Requests for Instructions— 
General Charge—Appeal and Error—Where the general charge of the 
court to the jury covers every correct principle applying under the 
evidence in the case, and of the special prayers, it is not objectionable 
that the court refused to correct special requests for instructions in 
the language offered by the appellant. Jbid. 
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4, Instructions—Adverse Possession—Deeds and Conveyances—Color— 
Boundaries—A ppeal and Error.—Where a party to an action of tres- 
pass claims title under color by adverse possession, a requested 
prayer for instruction that disregards the essential element of posses- 
sion up to known and visible lines and boundaries is properly refused. 
Berry v. Cedar Works, 187. 


5. iInstructions—Prejudicial Omissions—Appeal and Error—Statutes.— 
Where the effect of a charge of the court to the jury is to eliminate 
from the case an instruction upon a principle of law arising from the 
evidence, so necessary that its omission would necessarily and sub- 
stantially prejudice one of the parties, in the consideration of the 
evidence by the jury, it will be held for reversible error, notwith- 
standing the party so prejudiced has not tendered a prayer for instruc- 
tion covering the omission of which he complains. C. S., 564. Bowen 
v. Schnibben, 248. 


6. Same—Prayer for Instruction—Where a statute appertaining to the 
matters in controversy provides that certain acts of omission or 
commission shall or shall not constitute negligence, it is incumbent 
on the trial judge, in his charge to the jury, to apply to the various 
aspects of the statute such principles of the law of negligence as may 
arise under the evidence in the case. Jbid. 


7. Same—Negligence—Automobiles.—An instruction in an action to recover 
damages for the alleged negligence of the defendant in running upon 
and killing the plaintiff’s intestate while a pedestrian upon the high- 
way that fails to charge specifically as to the speed, the lookout, the 
signal or control of the machine, or the other requirements of the 
driver of the automobile prescribed by the statutes, C. 8., 2116, 2118, 
and arising from the evidence in the case, is not cured by a general 
charge upon the rule of the prudent man, as to speed, or lookout, or 
the management of the car; and the omissions to charge specifically 
upon the statutory obligations is reversible error, without the tender 
of a prayer for more specific instructions by the plaintiff. Jbid. 


8. Instructions—Damages—Punilive Damages—Appeal and Error—Preju- 
dice.—There was evidence on the trial tending to show, in plaintiff’s 
behalf, that the defendant railroad company’s agent at its station 
assaulted the plaintiff without provocation, while he was on the de- 
fendant’s depot premises to purchase a ticket as a passenger on its 
train: and, in defendant’s behalf, that the plaintiff was there as an 
idler and loafer, making himself a general nuisance, and grossly 
insulted the defendant’s agent, upon being ordered from the premises, 
in a manner well calculated to provoke the assault complained of; 
Held, a charge to the jury that they might award punitive damages 
in their discretion is reversible error, without the further instruction 
upon the conflicting evidence on the principle that such are allowable 
only in instances of malice, gross negligence, or other cause of aggra- 
vation in the act which caused the injury. Ham v. R. R., 322. 


9. Instructions—Hvidence—Issues—-Verdict Directing.—Requested prayers 
for instruction that the jury find the issues of negligence, contribu- 
tory negligence, and assumption of risk in defendant’s favor, “if 
they should find the facts from all the evidence considered in the 
light most favorable to the plaintiff,” are properly refused, if the 
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evidence on the issues is conflicting and sufficient to sustain verdicts 
in plaintiff's favor, in his action to recover damages for the wrongful 
killing of his intestate. Springs v. Power Co., 4235. 


10. Instructions—Trials — Stenographer’s Notes — Evidence—-Appeal and 
Error.—lt is not error for the judge to permit a part of the evidence 
transcribed by the official stenographer to be read to the jury at 
the request of the jurors upon their returning to the court from their 
deliberation of the case submitted to them, under instruction that it 
was only for the purpose of refreshing their minds, and objection that 
the corresponding evidence for the adverse party had not been read, 
is untenable, especially when his counsel were present and remained 
silent at the time. S. v. Dill, 645. 





11. Instruction—Evidence—Credibility—Rape.—In an action for rape, a 
charge of the court that the delay of the prosecutrix in making known 
the offense does not necessarily discredit her testimony is not reversi- 
ble error when, construed with the charge as a whole, it appears that 
the judge had properly instructed the jury as to tne effect of such 
delay upon the credibility of her testimony. Jbdid. 


12. Same—Appeal and Error—Requests for Instruction——Prayers for In- 
struction.—Where there is evidence that the prosecutrix in an action 
for rape did not make known the offense for several days thereafter, 
and has testified that it was in fear of her assailant, etc., an instrue- 
tion that upon the eredibility of her evidence the jury should consider 
her environment, ete., and ascertain from the evidence whether her 
conduct was attributable to her temperament or some other cause, is 
not objectionable as emphasizing the State’s contention when it ap- 
pears from the charge that the prisoner clearly received the benefit 
of his defense thereto, and did not ask for a@ more definite statement of 
his contention. Jbid. 


13. Instructions—Criminal Law—Reasonable Doubt—Appeal and Error.— 
It is not reversible error for the trial judge, in his instructions in a 
criminal action, to charge the jury, in several parts thereof, to convict 
the defendant if certain phases of the evidence satisfies them as to 
certain facts, leaving ont the requirement of the State’s showing guilt 
beyond a reasonable doubt, when construing the charge as a con- 
nected whole it appears that he has clearly and unmistakably charged 
them elsewhere that the State must satisfy them of the defendant’s 
guilt beyond a reasonable doubt, and upon its failure to have done so, 
to give the defendant the benefit thereof and acquit him. S. vw. School- 
field, 721. 


14. Instructions—Expression of Court’s Opinion—Statutes—Appeal and 
Error—tIntozicating Liquors—Spirituous Liquors.—-Where the de- 
fendant, on trial for violating our prohibition laws, has not admitted 
his guilt, and the trial judge, in his charge to the jury, has assumed 
that he was guilty upon the evidence of a State’s witness, it is an 
expression by the judge of his opinion whether a fact has been fully 
or sufficiently proven, and constitutes reversible error. C. S., 564. 
S. v. Sparks, 745. 


15. Same.—Where the verdict of the jury has acquitted the defendant 
indicted for violating our prohibition laws under the count charging an 
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unlawful sale of intoxicating liquors, but has convicted him of hav- 
ing the unlawful possession of the liquor for the purpose of sale, an 
expression of his opinion by the trial judge upon the evidence that the 
defendant had made the unlawful sale, applies also to the count 
charging that he had the unlawful possession for the purposes of sale, 
and constitutes reversible error. Jbdid. 


16. Instructions — Evidence — Criminal Law — Homicide — Murder—Man- 
slaughter.—Where the defendant is being tried for homicide and the 
State has introduced evidence of his admission of the crime and cir- 
cumstantial evidence tending to show his guilt, a defense solely upon 
the ground that the deceased was killed by an accident to herself 
wherein the defendant was not at all involved, does not present any 
evidence coming within the definition of manslaughter, and the trial 
judge commits no error in refusing to charge the law relating thereto. 
S. v. Myrick, 171 N. C., 791, cited and distinguished. S. v. Wingler, 
747. 


17. Instructions—Contentions—Appeal and Error—Obdjections and Hexcep- 
tions —Where a party objects to the statement of the judge of his 
contentions as being incorrect, he must do so in time to afford the 
judge a fair opportunity to correct it, and an exception after verdict is 
too late to be considered on appeal. S. v. Baldwin, 789. 


18. Instructions—Requests for Special Instructions—General Charge—Ap- 
peal and Error.—The refusal of the judge to give special requests for 
instruction is not erroneous when it appears that he has substantially 
done so in his own language in the general charge to the jury. Jbid. 


INSURANCE. 

1. Insurance—-Benevolent Societies—Evidence—Prima Facie Case—Non- 
suit—In the widow's action to recover upon a life insurance policy 
under which she is a beneficiary, evidence that the insured had died, 
and that she was the widow named in the policy, which she intro- 
duced in evidence, makes out a prima facie case, and defendant’s 
motion to nonsuit should be overruled. Blackman v. Woodmen, 75. 


2. Same—Rules of Benevolent Societies —The production by the bene- 
ficiary of a life insurance policy, the subject of the action, is prima 
facie evidence of its delivery to the insured; and on its face prima 
facie proof that the insured was inducted into the order, as therein 
recited, requiring of the defendant proof to the contrary, and a motion 
as of nonsuit is properly disallowed. Jbid. 


8. Same—False Representations—Fraud.—Upon the defendant’s motion to 
nonsuit the beneficiary in an action to recover upon the certificate of 
a life insurance order, wherein the plaintiff has made out a prima 
facie case, the burden is on the defendant to show that the insured 
had made false representations that would avoid its liability, when 
relied on, and a motion as of nonsuit is properly disallowed. Ibid. 


4. Insurance, Life — Contracts — Policies — Provisions — Time of Action 
Agreed Upon—Limitation of Actions—Disabilities——Provisions in a 
policy of life insurance requiring that no suit shall be commenced 
thereon within ninety days from the receipt of the proof of death 
of the insured, by the insurer, or not more than a year thereafter, are 


884 


INDEX. 


INSURANCE—Continued. 


valid and binding as a definite time fixed and agreed upon by the 
parties to the contract, and not to be regarded as a statute of limita- 
tion which is stayed in its operation by the minority of the party; 
and a failure to comply with these contractual restrictions will work 
a forfeiture of the right of the beneficiary to recover upon the con- 
tract made for him by the parties. Beard v. Sovereign Lodge, 154. 


5. Insurance, Life—Contracts—Policies—A greements—Conditions—Com- 


mencement of Actions—Statutes-—Presumptions of Death.—The pro- 
visions of our statute raising the presumption of the death of the 
person, after a period of seven years, etc., cannot be successfully 
shown as a compliance with the terms of a life insurance policy, 
requiring that proof of death of the insured should be furnished the 
insurer within a year, ete., and made a requisite as to the time within 
which suit shall be commenced, whether the presumption of death is 
considered as of the commencement of the absence of the insured, the 
end of the period of seven years, or at some intermediate period, when 
it appears that the action has been commenced more than a year 
after allowing the full statutory period of seven years. Jbdid. 


6. Insurance—Accident—Indemnity—Risks Covered.—aA ‘dolicy indemnify- 


ing the owner against loss on account of injuries received by a work- 
man while engaged in the erection of a building covers only accidents 
occurring in the work described, and cannot be cons:rued to apply to 
those incurred in the process but not deseribed in the application, or 
within the terms of the policy; and an injury to a workman caused 
by the tearing down of a dividing wall between an old building and ar 
addition thereto, the latter only being the one covered by the policy, 
does not come within the terms of the policy expressly excluding 
injuries received in wreckage. Byrd wv. Ins. Co., 22+. 


7. Insurance, Fire — Automobiles — Dealers — Possession—Principal and 


Agent._—An open dealer’s policy, insuring automobiles the insured has 
for sale against loss by fire, etc.. from the time such automobiles 
“become the property of the assured, and continues (unless canceled ) 
until said property is delivered to the purchaser, or until the same 
otherwise passes out of the possession of the assured,’ does not 
inelude within its intent and meaning an automobile that had been 
stolen and destroyed by fire when in the possession of the thief, but 
only those when so destroyed while in the possession of the assured, 
or some of his employees or agents having contrcl thereof in the 
prosecution of the business of the assured. Walliams v. Ins. Co., 268. 


8. Same—Larceny.—A policy against the dealer’s loss of automobiles by 


fire, while in his possession, ete., does not include within its protective 
terms a stolen automobile which was destroyed while in the possession 
of the thief, the essential feature cf larceny being a felonious transfer 
of possession, and contradictory to the intent and meaning of the 
terms of policy contract. Jbdid. 


9. Insurance—Indemnity—Accident—H ealith—Contracts.-—Where the in- 


sured is indemnified under his policy for disability by injury or sick- 
ness for more than thirty days, upon report of his attending physician 
of his condition every thirty days, he must show that he has complied 
with the terms of the policy requiring the physician’s continued 
report; and where he has introduced evidence tend'ng only to show 
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that the first or preliminary report had been so made, he may not 
recover an amount that will extend beyond the thirty days period. 
Semble, the issue submitted was insufficient to sustain a verdict for 
the full period of disability. Morton v. Ins. Co., 619. 


INTENT. See Contracts, 2; Rule in Shelley’s Case, 4; Appeal and Error, 12; 
Wills, 4, 7, 8, 15, 17, 20; Arbitration and Award, 1; Homicide, 3. 


INTEREST. See Banks and Banking, 1, 5. 


INTERPLEADER. See Banks and Banking, 6; Attachment, 7. 


Interpleader—Title—Parties—-Merits—Right of Interpleader—-Appeal and 
ELrror.—An intervener, claiming title to the funds in litigation, is 
only interested in the question of title as it affects his claim, and 
cannot be prejudiced upon the refusal of the court to permit him to 
interfere in the matter in litigation as it affects only the rights of 
the original parties. Temple v. LaBerge, 252. 


INTERPRETERS. See Rule in Shelley’s Case, 2. 
INTERSTATE COMMERCE. See Carriers, 19. 
INTERVENER. See Contracts, 15; Bills and Notes, 3. 
INTESTACY. See Wills, 9. 


INTOXICATING LIQUORS. See Instructions, 14; Witnesses, 3. 


1. Intoxicating Liquors—Spirituous Liquors—Transportation—Automobiles 
—Forfeitures—Mortygages—Registration of Instruments.—C. 8., 34038, 
creating a forfeiture of an automobile used in the unlawful trans- 
portation of intoxicating liquors, and providing for its sale, etc., by 
its express terms relates only to the interest therein of the violator of 
the law upon his conviction, and cannot be extended by legal con- 
struction to include the interest of a mortgagee of the automobile 
who is entirely ignorant and innocent of the unlawful act of which 
the defendant has been convicted; nor will the failure of registration 
of the mortgage affect the matter under our registration laws enacted 
for the protection of creditors and purchasers for a valuable con- 
sideration, etc. Motor Co. v. Jackson, 328. 


2. Intoxicating Liquor—Spirituous Liquor—LHvidence—Instruction. SS. v. 
Faulkner, 682. 


3. Intoxicating Liquor—Spirituous Liquor—Statutes—Evidence—Posses- 
sion—COriminal Law.—Evidence that half a gallon of whiskey, in a 
fruit jar, and one pint thereof, in a bottle, were found concealed in 
defendant’s overcoat, hanging in his store, and of his breaking the 
jug and bottle in the officer’s presence, and saying, “Damn it, if I 
ean’t drink it, I guess you won’t get to drink it either,” is sufficient to 
sustain a verdict that the defendant was guilty of receiving more 
than one quart of spirituous liquor at one time, or in a single con- 
tainer or package, as prohibited by C. S., 8385. S. v. Bradshaw, 680. 


4. Intovicating [iquor—Spirituous Liquor—-Indictment—M anufacturing— 
Aiding and Abetting—Issues—-Verdict—-Hvidence—Nonsuit—Trials,— 
Where there is circumstantial evidence tending to show that the de- 
fendant had free access to the cellar in a house in the country where 
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spirituous liquor was unlawfully manufactured, and was present at 
the time, and that he carried whiskey in cans from thence to a place 
of business he had in a nearby city, and had brought: several persons 
out from the city, ete., it is sufficient for conviction under a count in 
the indictment charging the unlawful manufacture of intoxicants; 
and where the jury have rendered a verdict of guilty upon an issue as 
to aiding and abetting therein, though no such offense was specifically 
charged, he would be equally guilty with those who had actually done 
the illicit manufacturing, and a motion as of nonsuit was properly 
disallowed. C. 8., 3409. S. v. Grier, 7238. 


5. Intovicating Liquors—Spirituous Liquors——Possession— Evidence—Ques- 


tions for Jury—Criminal Law.—Held, the evidence in this case was 
sufficient to sustain a conviction of the defendant for having in his 
possession spirituous liquors for the purpose of sale, and of receiv- 
ing more than one quart thereof within fifteen days time. S. v. 
Beam, 730. 


6. Intozicating Liquors — Spirituous Liquors — Evidence --Declarations— 


Hearsay Evidence.-—Upon the trial of defendant for having spirituous 
liquor in his possession for the purpose of sale, the defendant may not 
show, on cross-examination of the officer who had made the arrest, 
what the son of the defendant had said as to the cwnership of the 
whiskey, at that time, it being objectionable as a mere declaration 
of a third party, and hearsay. Jbdid. 


7. Intoxicating Liquors — Spirituous Liquors — Evidence—Instructions— 


Harmless Hrror.—Where there is evidence tending to show that the 
defendant’s son was the real culprit, though the defendant was on 
trial for having the possession of spirituous liquor for the purpose 
of sale, ete., the exclusion of the defendant’s testimony that he was 
not implicated in the unlawful act, and had forbidden his son to do 
it, is harmless error when it appears that the same evidence had 
been introduced at the trial, and had been subraitted to the jury 
under a correct and clear instruction of the trial judge. Jbdid. 


8. Intoxicating Liquor—Spirituous Liquor—Evidence—Questions for Jury 


—Constitutional Law.—The evidence in this case held sufficient on 
appeal to sustain a verdict convicting the defendant of the unlawful 
manufacture of intoxicating liquor, and our State statute on the 
subject does not contravene the XVIIT Amendment to the Federal 
Constitution. S. v. Baker, 752. 


9. Intoricating Liquor—Spirituous Liquor—Constitutional Laiw-—Statutes 


—Conviction in Federal Courts—State Courts—Concurrent Authority 
--Distinct Offenses —The language of the second paragraph of the 
XVIII Amendment to the Constitution of the United States delegates 
to the Federal Government authority over the manufacture, sale, ete., 
of intoxicating liquor, as being concurrent with the authority reserved 
in the State upon the subject; and the same act violating an act of 
Congress and of a state statute is a distinct offense against the two 
Governments, punishable in the courts of each; and a conviction 
under the Volstead Act is no bar to a conviction by the state courts 
for an offense against a state statute on the subject. S. v. Harri- 
son, T62, 
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10. Intoxicating Liquor—Spirituous Liquor-—Criminal Law—Evidence— 
Hearsay Evidence—-Statutes——Hearsay evidence, with certain recog- 
nized exceptions, is not admissible in the trial of issues determinative 
of substantial rights, unless coming within certain recognized excep- 
tions or expressly made so by statute, and particularly is this rule 
applicable in criminal cases, where the life or liberty of the indi- 
vidual is put in jeopardy, such testimony being essentially liable to 
abuse, and not being the direct testimony of the witness himself upon 
oath, subject to cross-examination, but the alleged declarations of one 
who is absent and not subject to these requirements of the law. 
S. v. McNeill, 182 N. C., 853, cited and overruled. S. v. Springs, 768. 


11. Same—Upon the criminal trial for having in possession spirituous 
liquor for the purposes of sale, C. 8., 3379, and for unlawfully receiv- 
ing more than one quart within fifteen consecutive days, C. S., 3385, 
evidence of the reputation of the defendant’s place as being bad for 
selling liquor is unauthorized by statute, C. S., 3383, and it is purely 
hearsay and incompetent; and testimony of this character, admitted 
on the trial over the defendant’s objection, and submitted in the 
charge as an independent circumstance to show guilt, under defend- 
ant’s exception, constitutes reversible error. S. v. Mills, ante, 694. 
Ibid. 

12. Intoricating Liquor—Spirituous Liquor—Statutes—Local Law—Repeat- 
ing Statutes.—Our general prohibition statutes, prohibiting the manu- 
facture or sale of intoxicating liquors, expressly provide that they 
shall not have the effect of repealing local or special statutes upon 
the subject, but they shall continue in full force and in concurrence 
with the general law, except where otherwise provided by law; and 
where the local law applicable makes the offense a misdemeanor, 
punishable by imprisonment in the county jail or penitentiary not 
exceeding two years, ete., the person convicted thereunder being 
guilty of a felony, C. S., 4171, the two-year statute of limitations is 
not a bar to the prosecution. C. S., 4512. 8S. v. Burnett, 788. 


13. Intoxicating Liquor —- Spirituous Liquor — Evidence—A dmissions—In- 
crimination—-Statutes.—Where a witness on a former trial for vio- 
lating the prohibition law against the manufacture or sale of intoxi- 
eating liquor has voluntarily testified as to matters which may tend 
to incriminate him, claiming no exemption or immunity when called 
upon to testify, it is competent for witnesses to testify thereto at the 
second trial, who were present and heard the testimony at the former 
one, the testimony not coming within the terms of C. 8., 3406. Jbid. 


14. Intoricating Liquor—Spirituous Liquor—Evidence—Nonsuit—Motion to 
Dismiss—Appeal and Error— Held, the evidence introduced upon this 
trial for the unlawful manufacture and sale of intoxicating liquors 
was sufficient to sustain a verdict of conviction. and the defendant’s 
motion to nonsuit, or that the action be dismissed, was properly 
overruled. Ibid. 


INVITATION. See Negligence, 5. 


ISSUES. See Appeal and Error, 11, 35, 87: Instructions, 2, 9; Judgments, 5; 
Attachment, 6: Principal and Agent, 6; Jury, 1: Contracts, 34; Intoxicat- 
ing Viquors, 4: Injunction, 5; Verdict, 3. 
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JUDGE. See Instructions, 1; Appeal and Error, 55. 


JUDGMENTS. See Limitation of Actions, 3; Pleadings, 1; Liens, 1; Refer- 


5. Judgments—Issues—Verdict 


ence, 1; Appeal and Error, 14, 16, 26, 38, 40, 48; Courts, 2, 4; Rail- 
roads, 1; Criminal Law, 6. 


1. Judgments—J ustices’ Courts—Appeal—-Superior Courts-—_Trials de Novo 


—Railroads—fFederal Control—Director General—oOn appeal from a 
judgment of a justice of the peace to the Superior Court, in an 
action to recover damages for the loss of a shipment of goods, brought 
against the Government Railroad Administration and the carrier 
over the lines of which the shipment was to have been transported, 
the judgment appealed from is vacated, and a trial de nove had in 
the Superior Court and a motion to dismiss as against the carrier is 
properly allowed. Bagging Co. uv. R. R., 73. 


2. Judgment—Default—Pleadings—-A dmissions.—A judgment by default 


final for the want of an answer is permissible under the provisions of 
our statute, C. 8., 575, when the complaint alleges one or more causes 
of action, each consisting of the breach of an express or implied con- 
tract to pay absolutely or upon contingency, a sum or sums of money 
fixed by the terms of the contract, or computable therefrom. Beard v. 
Sovereign Lodge, 154. 


3. Same—Courits.—Upon motion made before the clerk to set aside a 


judgment by default final for the want of an answer, C. 8., 595, and 
also heard on appeal in the Superior Court, the failure of the de- 
fendant to have filed his answer only admits the truth of the facts 
alleged in the complaint, leaving the court to construe the complaint to 
ascertain if the facts alleged are sufficient to sustain the judgment, 
and if not, the judgment will be set aside. Jbid. 


4, Judgments—Claim and Delivery—Actions—Mortgages—Liens—Vendor 


and Purchaser—Damages—Statutes—Where it is established by the 
verdict in claim and delivery that the mortgagor had sold to the 
defendant an automobile subject to the plaintiff’s registered mort- 
gage, without express or implied waiver of the plaintiff’s lien, and 
that the note procured by the mortgage was tainted with usury, C. S., 
2306, the judgment should direct a sale of the mortgaged automobile, 
and payment of principal without interest to the plaintiff, and sur- 
plus, if any, to defendant after deducting costs; and, also, to plaintiff, 
any reduction in the payment of the amount of his note caused by the 
defendant’s use of the car held by him under replevy bond, after the 
bond of plaintiff in claim and delivery was given by him. C. S., 836. 
Rogers v. Booker, 183. 





Carriers of Goods—Biils of Lading— 
Notice—Agreement as to Action—Where, In an action by the con- 
signor against the carrier to recover in an intrastate shipment of 
livestock, the issues are raised whether the provisions of a livestock 
bill of lading, under which the shipment was made, had been complied 
with by the consignor, as to giving written notice, ete., to the carrier 
of the damages he claims in his action, or whether he has instituted 
his action within the time specified in the bill of lading, it is required 
that both of these issues be answered by the jury upon the evidence 
in order that a judgment may be rendered in the consignor’s favor. 
Diron v. Davis, 207. 
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6. Same—Instructions.—In an action to recover damages upon a livestock 
intrastate shipment, the necessity of the jury to answer the issues 
relating to notice to the carrier of the damages claimed, and the time 
of bringing the action under the agreement therein set out, is not 
eliminated by the jury’s answer to another issue upon which the 
judge has instructed the jury that the defendant had waived these 
requirements of the shipping contract. IJbid. 


7 Judyments.—A judgment against the bidder on lands at a public sale 
for the purchase price, who has failed to respond, adjudging the 
amount of the judgment a lien upon the lands and ordering fore- 
closure, is a final judgment as to matters therein embraced, and con- 
clusive between the parties. Boseman v. MeGill, 215. 


8. Judgments—Liens—Vendor and Purchaser — Sales — Bidders—Supple- 
mentary Proceedings—Foreclosure—Exramination of Debtor—Where 
a judgment orders the foreclosure of lands to pay the purchase price, 
and the plaintiff makes it to appear in proceedings supplementary to 
execution that the value of the land is insufficient, and that the 
defendant has funds in the hands of a third party, it is not required of 
the plaintiff that he await the result of the foreclosure sale before 
an order can be made that the holder of defendant’s funds pay the 
same into court to await the court’s further orders respecting it, it 
being made to appear that the defendant had no other funds subject to 
the payment of the balance that would be due on the judgment after 
applying the proceeds from the foreclosure sale of the lands. Jbid. 





9. Same—Hvidence.—Where, upon the report of commissioners to sell land 
at a judicial sale subject to a lien, it appears that the land brought 
a fair and reasonable price, which was found as a fact by the clerk, 
and the order of sale confirmed by the judge, and it further appears 
that the price so obtained was less than the amount of the judgment, 
the judgment creditor may obtain an order, in proceedings supple- 
mentary to execution, upon proper affidavit, by showing that execu- 
tion had been issued, though not then returned, and that the judg- 
ment debtor had property available in the hands of a third person, 
subject to the payment of the judgment debt, and which he unjustly 
refuses to apply thereto. C. 8., 712, 719. C. 8., 711, does not apply to 
the facts of this case. Jbdid. 


10. Same—Actions—Remedies.—-Where the land of a judgment debtor is 
subjected to a specific lien for its payment, the judgment creditor 
may proceed against the debtor in personam, may compel payment by 
proceedings in rem, or pursue both remedies at the same time. C. S., 
663. Ibid. 


11. Same—Order Upon Third Persons.—Where it appears, in proceedings 
supplementary to execution, that a third person has funds of de- 
fendant available for the judgment debt, etc., an order may be made 
by the court forbidding such third persons to dispose of the fund. 
Toid. 

12. Same—Statutes.—Held, under the facts of this case, an order for the 
examination of the judgment debtor and others, in proceedings sup- 
plementary to execution, was properly made under the provisions of 
Cc. S., 721. Ibid. 


890 INDEX. 


J UDGMENTS—Continued., 


13. Same—Ezvecution.—Where, upon the plaintiff’s affidavit, the clerk finds 
as a fact that execution under the judgment had bean issued, in pro- 
ceedings supplementary to execution, it is sufficient to sustain his 
order in that respect for the examination of the defendant and others, 
ete., which the lack of the returns of the execution does not affect. 
Ibid. 


14. Same—Property Available.—Objection that the plaintiff, in proceedings 
supplementary to execution has not shown, in support of the order to 
examine the defendant and others, that the defendant had no other 
property, etce., cannot be sustained when this averment is made in 
the plaintiff’s affidavit, without denial. Bank v. Burns, 109 N. C., 
105, cited and approved. Jbid. 


15. Judgments—Appeal and Error—Tenants in Common---Owelty—Parties. 
Under the facts of this case, it appearing that a personal judgment 
was properly entered against the defendants to equalize in value the 
lands voluntarily partitioned among themselves and the plaintiff as 
tenants In common, for mutual mistake, but erroneously allowed a 
charge or lien for owelty against the tracts of greater value, where a 
proper or necessary party had not been brought in, the judgment, on 
appeal, is accordingly modified that such party be made in the 
Superior Court, or the matter proceeded with by independent action, 
as the parties mav be advised. Outlaw v. Outlaw, 255. 








16. Judgments by Consent—Contract—Consideration—Pleadings.—A con- 
sent judgment may be made effective and extended to any matters that 
may be agreed upon by the parties that are within the general juris- 
diction of the court, and the position is untenable that, as in case of 
an adversary judgment, it is restricted to the matters presented in 
the pleadings. Horner v. R. R., 270. 


17. Judgments—Term—Presumptive Date--Signed Out oj Term—Consent. 
The provisions of C. 8., 618, that judgments relate to the first day of 
the term, apply when the judgment was rendered and docketed during 
the term, or within ten days after adjournment thereof, and not to a 
judgment signed out of term by the consent of the parties, except 
where third persons are prejudiced; and the position may not be 
maintained that a sale of lands to be made by commissioners appointed 
to sell property, etc., was not made within the time prescribed by the 
order, under the theory that the date of the order was to relate back 
to the commencement of the term, when it appears that by consent 
the order was signed after the term of court, and ‘he sale occurred 
within the time prescribed from the actual date on which the judge 
signed it. Chemical Co. v. Long, 398. 


18. Judgment—FEstoppel—Parties—School Districts—Taxration—Bonds—In- 
junction.—-The taxpayers of a school district, except where some 
special private interest is shown, are real parties in interest in a 
stit by a resident and taxpayer of the district to enjoin the levy and 
collection of a special tax fer school purposes therein; and where the 
final judgment of the Superior Court. unappealed from, has been ren- 
dered against the plaintiff in such suit, without suggestion of fraud or 
collusion, the subject-matter is res adjudicata as to all the taxpayers 
and residents of the district. whether they have heen made nominal 
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parties to the suit or otherwise, and they are estopped from inde- 


pendent suits concerning the matters adjudicated. Eaton v. Graded 
School, 471. 


19. Judgmenis—Liens—Priorities--Lis Pendens.—The question of lis pen- 
dens does not arise in considering the priority of liens between judg- 
ments obtained and docketed at different times. Sugg v. Pollard, 494. 


20. Judgments—Liens—Material Men—Laborers—Homestead—W aiver.—A 
debtor may not claim his homestead (Const., Art. X, sec. 4) against 
the lien of a judgment in favor of the furnishers of material, etc.; and 
were it otherwise, he must claim it in apt time or he will be deemed 
to have waived it; and this right being personal to him, it may not be 
successfully claimed by his other creditors. Jbdid. 


21. Judgmenis—Suspended Judgments—Sentence—-Criminal Law—Inquiry 
—Court’s Jurisdiction. S. v. Mehaffey, 766. 


JUDICIAL SALES. See Appeal and Error, 380. 


JURISDICTION. See Appeal and Error, 16, 20; Courts, 2, 4; Constitutional 
Law, 4; Intoxicating Liquors, 9; Divorce, 1; Pleadings, 5; Judgments, 21. 


JURY. See Verdict, 1; Appeal and Error, 54; Constitutional Law, 17; Costs, 
1; Indictment, 1. 

Jury-—Evidence—Facts at Issue—Appeal and Error.—The plaintiff was 
injured while employed by the defendant to operate a power-driven 
wood lathe machine, by a splinter of wood flying off therefrom, and 
striking and putting out the sight of his eye. There was conflicting 
evidence on the trial as to whether the machine was properly con- 
structed as to its safety in this respect, or whether it was one known, 
approved, and in general use, etc.: Held, it was reversible error for 
the trial judge to admit the testimony of a witness who had testified to 
his previous knowledge of such matters, to further say that if a 
certain protective hood had been used on the lathe, the injury would 
not have occurred, this being the opinion of the witness upon the 
facts in evidence, within the sole province of the jury to determine, 
and not coming within the exception allowing nonexpert opinion evi- 
dence in certain cases. Stanley v. Lumber Co., 302. 


JUSTICES OF THE PEACE. See Judgments, 1; Statutes, 5. 
JUSTIFICATION. See Slander, 4; Homicide, 1, 2, 3. 
JUVENILE COURTS. See Divorce, 1. 


KNOWLEDGE. See Limitation of Actions, 2; Banks and Banking, 4, 5; 
Criminal Law, 10; Witnesses, 38. 


LABORERS’ LIEN. See Judgments, 20. 


LAKES. See Easements, 1. 


LANDS. See Deeds and Conveyances, 7, 13; Wills, 1; Appeal and Error, 12; 
Evidence, 5; Limitation of Actions, 6; Constitutional Law, 18. 


LARCENY. See Insurance, 8. 
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LEGISLATION. See Constitutional Law. 2. 


LEGISLATIVE POWERS. See Elections, 5. 


LEVY. 


See Taxation, 5, 6; Execution, 6. 


LIABILITY. See Contracts, 29. 


LICENSES. See Limitation of Actions, 10; Statutes, 5. 


LIENS. See Receivers, i; Judgments, 4, 8, 19, 20; Mortgages, &. 
1. Liens—Material Men—-Venue—Motions— Removal of Causes—Transfer 


2. Liens—Material Men—Removal of Causes 


of Causes—Waiver—Judgments—Statutes.—An action to enforce a 
lien for materials furnished and used in a building is not specifically 
required to be brought in the county wherein the building is situated. 
but comes within the provisions of C. S., 469, making the venue where 
the plaintiffs or defendants reside, etc.; and where the venue is im- 
proper, the action may nevertheless be proceeded with to judgment, 
unless demand for a change of venue is made on motion, the failure 
to do so being a waiver of the right; where a judgment establishing a 
lien of this character has been obtained by timely procedure in a 
different county from that wherein the building is situate, and the 
defendant debtor has appeared and has entered no objection, upon 
docketing the judgment in the county of the situs of the property, 
the court may appoint a commissioner to sell the property in subjec- 
tion to the lien. Semble, this applies to instances where the statutes 
specify the venue. Sugg v. Pollard, 494. 





Transfer of Causes—Docket 
—-Entries—Where a judgment establishing a lien for material fur- 
nished and used in a building has been transferred and docketed in 
the county wherein the building is situated, the mare fact that the 
entry on the judgment docket in the latter county does not specify 
this kind of lien is immaterial when the judgment filed therein speci- 
fically does so. Ibid. 


LIMITATION. See Taxation, 5; Deeds and Conveyances, 18; Carriers, 20; 
Constitutional Law, 21. 


LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. See Carriers, 6, 16; Adverse Possession, 1; 
Insurance, 4; Mortgages, 2; Pleadings, 1; Appeal and Error, 12. 
1. Limitation of Actions—Statutes—Trusts—Fraud—Evecutors and Ad- 


ministrators.—Where the testator creates his executor as trustee of 
a part of the estate “to collect and apply, the rents and hires, and 
interests thereof, to the support of his certain named son and his 
family during the son’s life, and then to convey to his child or chil- 
dren,’ it constitutes an active trust during the life of the son which 
becomes passive at his death, which time the relationship of the 
parties would be adverse to each other, and start the running of the 
statute of limitations, against the children, then of age, and not 
under legal disability, and bar their action for an accounting and 
settlement after ten years, especially when the relationship of trustee 
has been openly repudiated. Latham v. Latham, 55. 


2. Same—Knowledge—Notice.—In order to repel the bar of the statute of 


limitations, by showing action commenced within three years from 
the discovery of the fraud, and bring it within the provisions of 
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C. S., 441 (9), it is incumbent upon the plaintiff to show that he not 
only was ignorant of the facts upon which he relies in his action, 
but could not have discovered them in the exercise of proper diligence 
or reasonable business prudence. Jdid. 


8. Same—Judgments—Deeds and Conveyances—Registration.—A testator 
devised to his executor to hold in trust for his son and his family a 
certain part of his estate for his son’s wife, and then convey the 
same to his son’s child or children, ete. The executor obtained, in 
proceedings before the clerk, with all the parties represented, an 
order to sell the testator’s land, including that of the trust estate, to 
pay the debts of the deceased, and conveyances were made by him to 
the purchasers and registered. In an action alleging fraud on the 
part of the executor in procuring the lands in trust through third 
narties bidding at the sale, gross inadequacy of price, etc., it is held, 
that the proceedings before the clerk to make assets to pay the debts 
of the deceased, and the open, notorious, and adverse possession of 
the purchasers of the land, under their registered deeds, were suffi- 
cient to put the plaintiffs, claiming under the children of the said 
son, the cestuis que trustent, upon notice of the fraud alleged, if any 
committed by the executor, and it would bar their right of action 
within three years therefrom. Ibid. 


4, Seme—Confidential Relations.—Held, under the facts of this case, there 
were no such confidential relations existing between the plaintiffs 
and the executor and trustee of their deceased ancestor as would repel 
the bar of the statute of limitations by reason of the failure of the 
executor or trustee to disclose the facts of the alleged fraud. Ibid. 


5. Limitation of Actions—Statutes—Nonresidents.—The nonresidence of a 
plaintiff, claiming lands here under an allegation of fraud, ete., does 
not affect the running of the statute of limitations adverse to his 
demand in his action. Ibid. 


6. Limitation of Actions—Statutes—Adverse Possession—Posting Lands— 
Title.—The posting of land, without possession, is not equivalent to 
the possessio pedis against the owner, or more than a notice of a 
claim, and is not such adverse possession as will ripen the title to the 
claimant. Berry v. Cedar Works, 187. 


%. Limitation of Actions—Corporations—Merger—Novation.—The forma- 
tion of a new corporation, with the same stockholders, to take over 
the assets of an existing corporation and assume its obligations, does 
not, in assuming the debts, create a new contract or novation of the 
old debts in contemplation of the statute of limitations, but is only 
a continuation thereof; and a creditor in his action against the new 
corporation to recover the debt due by the former one with which it 
has merged, must show that he has commenced his action within the 
statutory three years, when the statute has been pleaded, and may 
only recover for such items as fall within the time therein limited. 
McNeill v. Mfg. Co., 421. 

8. Limitation of Actions—Contracts—Debtor and Creditor—Novation—A 
novation to repel the bar of the statute of limitations contemplates a 
new debtor, and a contract in favor of the same or another creditor, 
and the statute in such instances begins to run from the date of the 
new promise. Ibid. 
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9. Same—New Promise.—wWhere the creditor has received a promise on 
behalf of his debtor that the amount owed him would be paid, when 
the former should have received sufficient funds, etec., the statute of 
limitations begins to run at the date when the promise, if sufficient, 
was made. IJbid. 


10; Limitation of Actions—Marriage—License.—A summons was issued to 
recover the penalty against a justice of the peace, C. S., 2499, for 
performing the marriage ceremony without the delivery of the license 
therefor to him, C. 8., 2498, within less than a year from the time he 
had performed it: Held, the plea of the statute of limitations, C. S., 
443 (2), could not be sustained. Worley v. Bruton, 438. 


11. Limitation of Actions—Deceased Persons—Evrecutors and Administra- 
tors—Creditors—Estates._C. §., 412, extending the time within 
which an action that has survived may be brought against repre- 
sentatives of deceased persons to one year after the issuance of 
letters testamentary or of administration, provided the letters are 
issued within ten years of the death of such person, and that it is 
not necessary to bring an action upon a claim against the estate to 
prevent the bar which has been admitted by the personal repre- 
sentative, until after his final settlement, is an enabling statute, 
intending to enlarge to. that extent the time within which the action 
may be brought, and not to suspend the operation of the statute, 
which continues to run. In this case the question of the custom of 
partners in making sealed and unsealed obligations :s referred to the 
case of Supply Co. v. Windley, 176 N. C.. 18. Irwin v. Harris, 547. 


LIS PENDENS. See Judgments, 19. 

LOCAL LAWS. See Constitutional Law, 9; Intoxicating Liquors, 12. 
LOST INSTRUMENTS. See Evidence, 8. 

MACHINERY. See Negligence, 5. 

MAIL. See Carriers, 8; Contract, 12. 

MALICE. See Criminal Law, 13. 


MANDAMUS. See Elections, 2; Roads and Highways, 8; Constitutional 
Law, 16. 


MANSLAUGHTER. See Criminal Law, 6; Homicide, 7, 8, 11; Instructions, 16. 
MANUFACTURERS. See Intoxicating Liquors, 4. 
MAPS. See Deeds and Conveyances, 13. 


MASTER AND SERVANT. See Employer and Employee: Trespass, 2; Appeal 
and Error, 24, 25; Railroads, 2. 


MATERIAL MEN. See Liens, 1, 2; Judgments, 20. 
MENTAL CAPACITY. See Witnesses, 1; Evidence, 10. 
MENTAL SUFFERING. See Carriers, 3; Slander, 1. 
MERGER. See Limitation of Actions, 7. 
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MERITS. See Courts, 2; Interpleader, 1. 
MINISTERS. See Statutes, 2. 

MISJOINDER. See Actions, 11. 

MISTAKE. See Pleadings, 2; Appeal and Error, 55. 
MODIFICATION. See Appeal and Error, 16. 


MORTGAGES. See Betterments, 1; Judgments, 4; Intoxicating Liquor, 1; 
Injunction, 6. 


1. Mortgages—-Contract to Convey—Equity of Redemption—Dower.—The 
grantee in possession of land under a contract to convey holds in 
the nature of an equity of redemption by mortgage, in which his wife, 
after his death, is entitled to dower. Forbes v. Long, 38. 


2. Same—Possession—Widows—Limitation of Actions—Heirs.—The dower 
interest of the wife in the equity of redemption of lands formerly 
belonging to her deceased husband, held by her in continued posses- 
sion after his death, is superior to the right of the husband’s heirs 
at law, but not adverse in the sense that it would start the running 
of the statute of limitations against them. Jbid. 


3. Same—Children of First Marriage—Evidence.—The husband was in 
the possession of land in the nature of a mortgage, and after his 
death his wife by a second marriage continued thereon. The mort- 
gage was cancelled out of the estate of the deceased husband, after 
his death, and the mortgagee conveyed the land to his children as 
heirs at law, some of them by the first and some by the second mar- 
riage: Held, the possession of the wife after the death of her 
husband did not start the running of the statute of limitations, or 
ripen the title in her by adverse possession as against the children of 
the husband by the first marriage. The character of the wife’s 
possession under the evidence in this case at least raised a question 
for the jury. TJbdid. 


4, Mortgagor-—Rights of Junior Mortgagee.—The junior mortgagee has the 
right to have the amount due under the senior mortgage ascertained 
and definitely determined, and, upon paying the sum so ascertained, 
take an assignment of the first mortgage. Broadhurst v. Brooks, 123. 


5. Same—Usury—Statutes.— Where the senior mortgage is affected with a 
charge of usury, the amount to be paid by the junior mortgagee, 
before requiring the assignment, is the principal sum due, without 
interest. C. S., 2306. Ibid. 


6. Same—Injunction.—Where the junior mortgagor has temporarily re- 
strained the sale of land under the senior mortgage, it is proper for 
the judge hearing the matter to continue the injunction to be dis- 
solved if the mortgagor should pay the amount ascertained to be due 
thereunder by a certain date, and, otherwise, order that the first 
mortgagor may proceed to advertise and sell under the power of sale 
contained in his prior mortgage. Ibid. 


7. Morigages—Rights of Junior Mortgagee—Title—Equity of Redemption. 
A second mortgagee has the legal title to the lands, subject only to 
the amount legally due upon the first mortgage and the equity of 
redemption in the mortgagor. Jbid. 
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8. Mortgages—Registration—N otice—Automobiles—Vendor and Purchaser 
——Liens—Deeds and Conveyances.—Where the mortgagor of an auto- 
mobile has sold it to another after the registration of the mortgage, 
in claim and delivery, there was conflicting evidence as to whether 
the mortgagee gave permission for the sale: Held, an instruction that 
the registration of the mortgage was notice of the lien to the defend- 
ant purchaser, and he acquired the automobile subject to the mort- 
gage lien, unless the jury find that the plaintiff mortgagee had waived 
the right to his lien, is correct. This principle is d'stinguished from 
one in which a mortgage is taken of an entire stock of goods which 
were jeft with the mortgagor for sale. Rogers v. Booker, 183. 


MOTIONS. See Constitutional Law, 4; Carriers, 11; Evidence, 1; Trials, 2; 
Pleadings, 5, 6; Liens, 1; Verdict, 2; Appeal and Error, 40; Intoxicating 
Liquor, 14; Indictment, 1. 


MULTIPLICITY OF SUITS. See Courts, 10. 


MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS. See Schools, 2. 

1. Municipal Corporations—Cities and Towns—Surface Water—Waters— 
Negligence—Drains—Damages.—It is an actionable nuisance for a 
city or town, after receiving sufficient actual or implied notice, to 
permit its sewer or drain to fill up with debris and other obstructions 
so as to repeatedly cause the surface or rain water to flood the prop- 
erty of a resident owner, upon the street, and thereby damage his 
property. Penninoton v. Tarboro, 71. 


2. Municipal Corporations—Cities and Towns—Condenmation—Eminent 
Domain—Streets and Sidewalks—Discretionary FPowers—Courts.— 
The courts will not interfere with the statutory discretionary powers 
given to the governing authorities of an incorporated town to take 
lands from adjoining owners in widening its streets for the public 
welfare, unless their action in doing so is so unreasonable as te 
amount to an oppressive and manifest abuse of the exercise of this 
discretion. C. 8., 2791, 2792. Lee v. Waynesville, 565. 


3. Same—Appeal and Error—Findings of Facts —Where it appears that 
the governing authorities of a town have taken plaintiff’s adjoining 
lands to widen a street intersecting with other streets so as to lessen 
the danger to traffic thereon, and it is made to appear by affidavits 
and otherwise that doing so was a reasonable exercise of the dis- 
cretion vested in them, the findings of the trial judze, upon opposing 
affidavits, that such course was unnecessary to a certain extent, and 
reducing the width of the land which should be appropriated for the 
purpose, is not binding on the Supreme Court on appeal. the question 
being, primarily, whether the administrative authorities of the town 
have so grossly and manifestly abused the exercise of their dis- 
cretionary powers as to render their action ineffectual, which does 
not appear upon the facts of the instant case. Ibid. 


4, Municipal Corporations—Cities and Towns—Streets and Sidewalks— 
Condemnation—Hminent Domain-—Estoppel.—The governing authori- 
ties of a town are not estopped to condemn land for the widening 
or improving of its streets by reason of an owner aving put exten- 
sive improvements on his land a long time prior to the time it was 
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condemned for that purpose, the power of condemnation, in cases of 
this character, being a continuing one to be exercised when and to 
the extent that the public good may require it. Ibid. 


MURDER. See Appeal and Error, 51; Criminal Law, 12; Homicide, 1, 2, 3, 
5, 6; Instructions, 16. 


NECESSARIES. See Schools, 2. 
NEGLIGENCE. See Banks and Banking, 2; Carriers, 2, 3,19; Employer and 


Employee, 1, 6, 7; Municipal Corporations, 1; Instructions, 7; Appeal 
and Error, 25, 36; Damages, 4; Railroads, 2. 


1. Negligence—-Contributory Negligence.—The contributory negligence on 


=I 


the part of the plaintiff that will bar his recovery in an action for 
damages for a personal injury negligently inflicted is the plaintiff’s 
failure to exercise due care, aS a proximate cause or occasion for the 
injury sustained, occurring and codperating with the negligent act of 
the defendant, and the defendant will not be held liable if its negli- 
gence would not have produced the injury but for the contributory 
negligence of the plaintiff. Construction Co. v. R. R., 179. 


. Same—Proximate Cause.—The proximate cause of actionable negligence 


is the real, efficient cause, or that without which the injury would 
not have occurred. Ibid. 


. Same—Instructions—Appeal and Error.—An instruction upon the issue 


of contributory negligence in a personal injury action that makes the 
plaintiff’s right to recover depend alone upon whether his negligence 
contributed to the injury, with a refusal of plaintiff’s prayer for 
instruction that his contributory negligence must have been the 
proximate cause of the injury to bar his recovery, is reversible error. 
Ibid. 


. Negligence—Contributory Negligence—Prorimate Cause—Contributing 


Causes.—In an action to recover damages for a personal injury, it is 
not necessary, to bar the plaintiff’s right of recovery, that his negli- 
gence be the sole proximate cause of the injury, for it is sufficient if 
his negligence is a cause, or one of the causes, without which the 
injury would not have occurred. Ibid. 


Negligence—Dangerous Machinery—Vendor and Purchaser—Implied 
Invitation—A purchaser of cotton seed who enters upon the premises 
of the owner of a cotton gin for that purpose in accordance with the 
owner’s arrangement, is upon the premises at the implied invitation 
of the owner. Matthews v. Hudson, 622. 


. Same—Questions for Jury.—Evidence that the owner of a cotton gin 


had left the ends of bolts dangerously projecting at a place they had 
connected power-driven shafting, and about eighteen inches from the 
place where a purchaser has to select the seed he wants and take 
them away, is sufficient to take the case to the jury, and for the 
jury to pass upon the question of the want of ordinary care upon the 
issues of defendant’s actionable negligence in the purchaser’s action. 
Ibid. 


. Same—Instructions—Ordinary Care.—Under the evidence of this case: 


Held, an instruction that makes the nearness of eighteen inches from 


57—184 
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the dangerous part of the shaft, if so found by the jury, negligence as 
a matter of law, and also leaves out the element of clefendant’s want 
of ordinary care on the issue of negligence, is revers.ble error. Jbid. 


8. Negligence—Personal Injury—Wrongful Death—Damages. Huffman v. 
Ingold, 638. 


NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS. See Bills and Notes, 1, 2. 3, 6; Contracts, 
4,7; Executions, 3; Attachment, 7. 


NEGROES. See Constitutional Law, 6. 
NEW PROMISE. See Limitation of Actions, 9. 
NEWSPAPERS. See Schools, 11. 


NEW TRIALS. See Judgments, 1; Actions, 83; Appeal and Error, 37; Consti- 
tutional Law, 18; Contracts, 34; Homicide, 7. 


NEXT OF KIN. See Wills, 6. 
NONRESIDENTS. See Evidence, 4; Limitation of Actions, 5. 


NONSUIT. See Carriers, 11, 18; Contracts, 19, 37; Deeds and Conveyances, 9; 
Evidence, 1, 11; Insurance, 1; Trials, 2; Appeal and Error, 54; Criminal 
Law, 1, 2, 15; Employer and Employee, 8; Homicide, 1; Intoxicating 
Liquors, 4, 14. 


NOTES. See Bills and Notes, 1, 2; Execution, 3. 


NOTICE. See Betterments, 2; Schools, 6, 8, 9; Carriers, 2; Contracts, T: 
Evidence, 3; Limitation of Actions, 2; Wills, 8; Banks and Banking, 5; 
Judgments, 5; Mortgages, 8; Schools, 12; Highways, 1; Constitutional 
Law, 4; Executions, 4. 


NOVATION. See Limitation of Actions, 7, 8. 
OATH. See Witnesses, 1. 


OBJECTIONS AND EXCEPTIONS. See Appeal and Error, 1, 5, 7, 9, 14. 27, 
28, 31, 35, 36, 42, 52, 54; Criminal Law, 12; Instructions, 17. 


OFFER. See Contracts, 11, 18, 16. 

OFFICERS. See Fraud, 1; Actions, 6. 

OPINION. See Appeal and Error, 6, 15; Instructions, 1, 14; Evidence, 10. 
OPTIONS. See Carriers, 19. 

ORDERS. See Trials, 1; Judgments, 11. 

OVERDRAFTS. See Banks and Banking, 3, 5. 

OWELTY. See Judgments, 15; Parties, 1; Tenants in Comunon. 1. 
PARENT AND CHILD. See Divorce, 1; Criminal Law, 3; Statutes, 11. 


PAROL EVIDENCE. See Contracts, 1, 4, 9, 21, 27; Corporations, 8; Evi- 
dence, 7; Wills, 20. 
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PARTIES. See Banks and Banking, 2; Carriers, 11; Contracts, 8, 32, 35; 
Damages, 2; Discovery, 1; Evidence, 4; Trusts, 2; Attachment, 2, 3; 
Interpleader, 1; Judgments, 15, 18; Appeal and Error, 22; Actions, 11; 
Injunction, 6. 

Parties—Tenants in Common—Voluntary Partition—Purchasers for Value 
—Onelty.—Tenants in common made a voluntary division of their 
lands among themselves by metes and bounds, and in their mutual 
conveyances specified the number of acres of each division. ‘There 
was nothing in the conveyances providing a payment of owelty to 
any one receiving a tract of less value. The plaintiff introduced 
evidence tending to show mistake by the surveyor and the mutual 
mistake of the parties whereby he had received an appreciably less 
number of acres than called for in his deed, amounting to a con- 
siderable decrease in value. There was evidence that one of the 
defendants had sold his tract to an innocent purchaser, for value and 
without notice of the plaintiff’s claim of equitable interference: 
Held, such purehaser is a proper if not a necessary party in order to 
clear the title to the lands. The legal and equitable principles relat- 
ing to owelty, under the circumstances of this case, discussed by 
WALKER, J. Outlaw uv. Outlaw, 255. 


PARTITION. See Parties, 1. 

PARTNERSHIP. See Bills and Notes, &. 

PARTY WALLS. See Deeds and Conveyances, 12; Adjoining Landowners, 1. 
PASSENGERS. See Carriers, 12, 14; Damages, 3. 
PAYMENT. See Appeat and Error, 38. 
PENALTIES. See Carriers, 7,.10; Statutes, 5. 
PENITENTIARY. See Criminal Law, 16. 
PETITION. See Supreme Court, 1. 

PLACE. See Taxation, 4; Appeal and Error, 24. 
PLATS. See Deeds and Conveyances, 13. 

PLEAS. See Courts, 2; Bankruptcy, 1. 


PLEADINGS. See Judgments, 2, 15; Slander, 2; Appeal and Error, 16; 
Courts, 6; Actions, 11; Contracts, 34. 

1. Pleadings—Admissions—Limitation of Actions—Statutes—Judgments— 
Appeal and Frror.—-Where the statute of limitations to the action has 
been pleaded, and it appears from the face of the complaint and the 
uncontroverted facts that the plaintiff’s cause of action is thereby 
barred, a judgment dismissing the cause of action on that ground as a 
matter of law will not be disturbed on appeal, though there may be 
valid exceptions for error in other phases of the trial, especially when 
the parties have requested the court to first determine that question. 
Latham »v. Latham, 55. 

2, Pleadings—Allegation-—Hvidence—Fraud—-Mistake—Carriers of Goods 


—Bills of Lading-—Contracts—Where the plaintiff has signed a live- 
stock bill of lading for intrastate shipment, without stipulation as to 
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time of the delivery of the shipment, and seeks to recover damages 
upon a contemporary verbal agreement made with him by the agent 
that the stock would be received at destination within a specified time, 
in the absence of allegation of fraud or mistake, he will not be per- 
mitted to show that he was induced to sign the livestock bill of lading 
by the agent instead of a different one, that he thought he was signing, 
and had thus signed the one excluding evidence of the parol agree- 
ment he relied upon by mistake. Dixgon v. Davis, 207. 


3. Pleadings—Demurrer—Governmental Agencies—Toris.—The plaintiff in 


this action sued the State Highway Commission for damages for the 
death of his intestate, alleged to have been caused by its failure to 
provide a safe place for the intestate to work in pursuance of his 
dangerous duties as defendant’s employee: Held, a demurrer con- 
fined the scope of the inquiry to whether the acticn could be main- 
tained against the defendant commission, in its capacity in which it 
was sued, if regarded as a general appearance, and was properly 
sustained. Carpenter v. R. R., 401. 


4. Pleadings—Amendments—Courts—Discretion—Appeal and Error.—lIt is 


within the sound discretion of the trial judge to allow amendments 
to pleadings, which will not be reviewed in the Supreme Court, when 
there is no suggestion that he had abused the discretionary powers he 
has exercised. C. 8., 547. Fay v. Crowell, 416. 


0. Pleadings—Motion to Extend Time for Filing—Courts—Clerks of Court 


—Jurisdiction—Appeal and Error.—Under the provisions of Revisal, 
sec. 466, before those of Public Laws 1921, ch. 304, went into effect, 
the latter being an act to restore the Code of Civil Procedure in regard 
to pleadings and practice, and to expedite and reduce the cost of liti- 
gation, it was discretionary with the judge of the Superior Court to 
allow extension of time for the filing of pleadings, and where the 
complaint in an action had not been filed in the time allowed by law, 
under the provisions of the former statute, and the later procedure is 
in effect at the time of-the plaintiff’s motion for time to file complaint, 
such motion should be made before the judge, ard not before the 
elerk of the court; and where it has been made before the clerk, and 
the judge has erroneously held that the clerk has power to extend the 
time for filing the complaint, the case will be remanded, on appeal, in 
order that the judge may treat the appeal from the clerk as if the 
motion had originally been made before him, and pass upon it in the 
exercise of his sound discretion. Campbell v. Asheville, 492. 


Pleadings—Appeal and Error—Appeal—Motions—Permission to File 


Answer.—Held, under the facts of this case the answer or affidavit 
of the defendant was in the nature of an answer to the plaintiff’s 
motion, in the Superior Court, to dismiss the defendant’s appeal from 
a judgment of a justice of the peace; and where the judge has erro- 
neously dismissed the case on plaintiff’s motion, on the ground that 
defendant’s payment effected an abandonment by him of his right, 
plaintiff’s contention, on appeal, that the court had not given its. 
permission for the defendant to file the answer is without merit. 
Bank v. Miller, 594. 


POLICE POWERS. See Constitutional Law, 5. 
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POLICY. See Insurance, 4, 5. 
POLL TAX. See Constitutional Law, 3; School Districts, 18. 
POSSESSION. See Mortgages, 2; Insurance, 7; Intoxicating Liquors, 3, 5. 


POWERS. See Banks and Banking, 1; Elections, 1; Highways, 2; Taxa- 
tion, 5; Constitutional Law, 4, 21; Statutes, 2; Municipal Corporations, 2. 


POWER OF ATTORNEYS. See Wills, 14. 
PRACTICE. See Courts, 11. 
PRAYERS. See Appeal and Error, 5, 54; Instructions, 3, 6, 12. 


PREJUDICE. See Instructions, 1, 8; Appeal and Error, 18, 19, 23; Criminal 
Law, 7; Homicide, 5, 6, 8. 


PRELIMINARY HEARING. See Evidence, 12, 15, 16. 
PREMEDITATION. See Homicide, 5. 


PRESUMPTIONS. See Insurance, 5; Witnesses, 2; Appeal and Error, 21, 57; 
Wills, 7, 9; Corporations, 6; Rape, 1. 


PRIMA FACIE CASE. See Carriers, 9; Insurance, 1; Bills and Notes, 4. 
PRIMARY. See Elections, 1, 3, 4. 


PRINCIPAL AND AGENT. See Actions, 9; Summons, 1; Vendor and Pur- 
chaser, 1; Wills, 14. 

1. Principal and Agent—Trespass—Torts of Agent—Damages.— Where the 
defendant’s agent authorized to collect deferred payment under a 
vendor’s lien in the sale of a sewing machine, uses force in taking the 
machine away upon the nonpayment of the amount due, it is a tort 
performed in the course of the agent’s employment for which the 
principal is answerable in damages, Wilson v. Sewing Machine Co., 41. 


2, Principal and Agent—Implied Authority of Agent—Contracts.—An agent 
has not the implied authority to bind his principal by contracts that 
are sO unusual or improbable in agencies of that character as would 
put an ordinarily prudent man upon his guard that such authority 
did not exist; and the person thus dealing with the agent is required 
to ascertain from the principal the extent of the agent’s authority 
with regard to the subject-matter. Basnight v. Lumber Co., 51. 


8. Same—Timber.—Where the defendant lumber corporation has an ex- 
tensive plant for the cutting and hauling of its timber from large 
bodies of land, with a general agent in charge, a local agent with 
actual authority only to contract for the cutting, etc., over small 
parcels of land extending to periods of fifteen days, may not, by 
implied authority, bind his principal to a contract for the cutting 
of timber from a large body of timber requiring from three to eighteen 
years for its cutting, and the defendant, in the absence of an act of 
ratification, will not be bound thereby. Chesson v. Cedar Works, 172 
N. C., 82, cited and applied. Jbid. 

4, Principal and Agent—Evidence—Questions for Jury—Established Facts 
—Questions of Law—Trials—Whether an agent has attempted to 
bind his principal by an act beyond his express or implied authority 
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is a question of fact for the jury, upon conflicting evidence; but 
whether the principal will be bound thereby is « question of law, 
under facts established or admitted. Jbid. 


0. Principal and Agent—Statute of Frauds—Deed3 and Conveyances—Pur- 
chase Price—Money Advanced Agent._-Where the sgent, actiag under 
verbal authority from his principal, purchases certain timber for the 
latter, and under his principal’s instructions draws on him through 
the bank for the purchase price and commission, and under like au- 
thority the bank has cashed the draft, the question as to whether the 
statute of frauds requires that the principal execute a sufficient writ- 
ing in order to be bound for the purchase of the timber, has no 
application, and the bank may recover from the principal the 
amount of the draft as money it had advanced him for the purchase 
of the timber, and which it has paid the agent upon the principal’s 
verbal authority. Bank v. Watson, 148. 


6. Principal and Agent—EHvidence—Ratification—Issues—Questions for 
Jury—Trials— Defendant, a storekeeper, denied the authority of his 
clerk to purchase goods from the plaintiff in his behalf, and refused 
to receive them upon their delivery at his stcre. The clerk sold a 
part of the shipment to a third person, turned the proceeds over to 
the defendant. who gave his clerk his check, which the latter mailed 
to the plaintiff, and it was returned because of the words written 
thereon ‘in full to date.” The defendant had shipped the goods to 
the plaintiff. On the defendant’s appeal, from the county court, from 
a judgment directed against him: Held, the Supericr Court judge 
correctly set aside the judgment and ordered a jury triai upon the 
issues of agency and ratification, under the conflicting evidence in 
the case. Frank v. Lefkowitz, 273. 


PRINCIPAL AND SURETY. See Appeal and Error, 20; Bankruptey, 1; 
Contracts, 33. 


1. Principal and Surety—Swupersedeas Bond—Execution—Bankruptey— 
Discharge of Principal—Statutes— Where an undertaking to stay 
execution on appeal to the Supreme Court has been given by the 
defendant against whom judgment has been rendered, C. S., 650, and 
pending appeal he has been adjudicated a bankrupt in the Federal 
Court, an order properly entered dismissing the appeal with judg- 
ment against the surety on the undertaking rendered in the State 
court before the bankrupt’s discharge, without suggestion of the 
pendency of the bankrupt proceedings, the judgment against the 
surety becomes fixed and absolute, according to the terms of the 
undertaking, which the bankrupt’s subsequent discharge does not 
affect. Laffoon v. Kerner, 1388 N. C., 281, cited end distinguished. 
Murray v. Bass, 318. 


2. Same—Federal Statutes—Where defendant’s appeal to the State Su- 
preme Court has been properly dismissed with judgment against the 
surety on defendant’s undertaking to stay execution, C. S., 650, before 
discharge in bankruptey in proceedings then pending, the defendant 
and his surety on the undertaking are codebtors within the meaning 
of the bankruptcy act, and thereunder the surety is not discharged 
from his obligation on the bond. Jbdid. 
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PRIORITIES. See Judgments, 19. 
PROBATE. See Wills, 2; Corporations, 5, 6, 8; Evidence, 7. 


PROCEDURE. See Attachment, 5; Appeal and Error, 22, 47; Constitutional 
Law, 21. 


PROCESS. See Attachment, 1; Courts, 1. 

PROFITS. See Contracts, 35. 

PROMISE. See Statutes, 12. 

PROPERTY. See Taxation, 1; Judgments, 14. 
PROXIMATE CAUSE. See Negligence, 2, 4. 
PUBLICATION. See Schools, 6, 10. 

PUBLIC POLICY. See Contracts, 5, 7. 

PUIS DARREIGN CONTINUANCE. See Bankruptcy, 11. 
PUNCTUATION. See Statutes, 9. 

PUNISHMENT. See Criminal Law, 16. 


PUNITIVE DAMAGES. See Appeal and Error, 2; Slander, 3, 5, 6; Instruc- 
tions, 8; Contracts, 37. 


PURCHASERS. See Betterments, 1, 3; Corporations, 1; Wills, 3; Bills and 
Notes, 6; Parties, 1; Deeds and Conveyances, 13. 


QUALIFICATIONS. See Elections, 1; Witnesses, 1, 2; Appeal and Error, 15; 
Indictment, 1. 


QUANTUM MERUIT. See Employer and Employee, 4, 


QUASHING. See Indictment, 1. 


QUESTIONS FOR JURY. See Appeal and Error, 39; Employer and Em- 
ployee, 8; Homicide, 2, 6; Intoxicating Liquor, 5, 8; Injunction; Negli- 
gence, 6; Rape, 1; Trials, 3; Carriers, 9, 18; Contracts, 11, 19; Rail- 
roads, 2; Deeds and Conveyances, 9; Principal and Agent, 4, 6; Evidence, 
5, 16; Attachment, 8. 


QUESTIONS OF LAW. See Deeds and Conveyances, 2; Principal and 
Agent, 4; Banks and Banking, 6; Evidence, 16. 


RACES. See Instructions, 1; Constitutional Law, 1, 6. 


RAILROADS. See Carriers; Damages, 3, 4; Judgments, 1; contracts, 20; 

Courts, 6; Employer and Employee, 6. 

1. Railroads—Carriers—Right of Way—Consent Judgment—Depot Ter- 
minals—Heirs at Law—Reverter—Contracts,—In plaintiff’s action to 
recover from a railroad company upon a consent judgment entered in 
a suit brought by their ancestor to compel the running of trains over 
the lands of her predecessor in title, to an old depot, the terminal 
lands having been acquired by the defendant by mesne conveyances 
in fee, a judgment was entered by the court upon the consent of the 
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parties, that purported, in express terms, to apply to and include 
both the lands used for a right of way exclusively, and for the 
location of a station: Held, the term “right of way,’ applied to 
railroad companies, may include the depot site and grounds ordi- 
narily used in the operation of a railroad; and the judgment in 
question evinced the intent of the parties that the depot site and 
grounds should revert upon the final cessation of its use for rail- 
road purposes: and the plaintiffs in the present action, as heirs at 
law of the plaintiff in the former one, are entitled to recover it. This 
position is fortified by the fact that the locus in quo was the only 
land acquired by the defendant by mesne conveyances from the pre- 
decessor in title of the plaintiffs’ ancestor. Horner v. R. R., 270. 


2. Railroads—Employer and Employcee—Master and Servent—Negligence— 


Sufficient Help—Hvidence—Questions for Jury—Trials.—In an action 
to recover damages for the negligent killing of plaintiff’s intestate by 
the defendant railroad company, there was evidence tending to show 
that the intestate, in the course of his employment, had applied the 
brakes on two cars that had been ‘shunted’ onto a sidetrack from 
the defendant’s freight train, and that then the defendant’s train 
“shunted” another car onto this track that came in contact with 
those to which the plaintiff had applied the brakes, connecting the 
automatic couplings so that the three cars, instead of remaining sta- 
tionary, began to run back down grade; that the intestate got back 
upon the car and used a “brake stick” as a lever, which was fixed 
within the spokes of the brake wheel, for additional power, and upon 
the breaking of this “brake stick,” the intestate was thrown between 
the cars to his injury and resultant death, there being no other 
employee than the intestate to act as brakeman under the circum- 
stances: Held, sufficient evidence upon which the jury could find 
that the service required for stopping the cars under the cireum- 
stances was more than the intestate could singly perform with reason- 
able safety; that defendant had negligently failed in its duty to 
furnish him sufficient help, and that this negligence was the proxi- 
mate cause of the intestate’s death. Strunks v. Payne, 582. 


3. Same—Assumption of Risks —A brakeman on a freight train assumes 


the risks of his employment that are incident thereto and obvious, but 
not such as are caused by the negligence of the railroad company, or 
its employees, for whose acts it is liable, under such circumstances 
that the employee may not reasonably anticipate in time to avoid the 
result of an injury thereby caused, the rule not axplying that the 
servant assumes the risk by remaining in the service after he knows 
it, or it is obvious, and he appreciates the danger arising from it. 
Ibid. 


4. Same—Rules of Employer.—A rule of a railroad company that its 


employees shall not use a “brake stick” intended to be inserted 
between the spokes of the brake wheels for stopping its freight cars 
will not alone bar the recovery of such employee in his action to 
recover damages for the alleged negligence of the defendant railroad 
company when the rule has not been enforced, but habitually disre- 
garded, if the use of the “brake stick” was reasonably required under 
the circumstances. Ibid. 
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5. Same—Defecis—Instructions—Under the evidence in this case, it és 
held, that the defendant railroad company could not reasonably object 
to a charge of the court instructing the jury that, where an employee 
knows of a defect that has caused the injury complained of, and 
appreciates the risk and the danger attributable to it, and continues 
in the employment without objection, or obtaining from his employer, 
or representative, an assurance that the defect would be remedied, 
the employee assumes the risk, even though it arises out of his 
employer’s breach of duty, as the instruction is in its favor, if erro- 
neous. Ibid. 


RAPE. See Instructions, 11. 

Rape — Outery — Explanation — Evidence — Presumptions—Questions for 
Jury—Trials.—The failure of the prosecutrix to make outcry after 
the commission of rape on her by the prisoner raises only a pre- 
sumption of the fact that she gave her consent, which she may 
explain by her testimony tending to show that she had remained 
silent for several days for shame, and for fear, under threats made 
on her life, etc., by the prisoner; and the presumption being one as 
to the fact, and not a rule of law, it presents a question of fact for 
the jury to decide by their verdict, under proper instructions from 
the court. 8S. v. Dill, 646. 


RATIFICATION. See Schools, 2; Taxation, 6; Principal and Agent, 6; 
Schools, 15. 


REASONABLE CARE. See Employer and Employee, 7. 
REASONABLE DOUBT. See Criminal Law, 9; Instructions, 138. 


REASONABLE TIME. See Contracts, 11. 


RECEIVERS. 

Receivers—Title—Chattel Mortgage—Registration—Liens—The title to 
the property of the creditor passes to the receiver at the time of his 
appointment by the court, and the holder of an unregistered chattel 
mortgage on his goods does not have a specific lien thereon, superior 
to the rights of the general creditors, for which the receiver holds the 
title in trust. Hardware Co. v. Garage Co., 125. 


RECORD. See Appeal and Error, 41. 
REDEMPTION. See Mortgages, 1, 7. 


REFERENCE. See Appeal and Error, 39. 

Reference—Findings—Judgments—Appeal and Error.—In passing upon 
the report of a referee, it is incumbent upon the judge to deliberate 
upon the evidence covered by the exceptions, and thereon find such 
facts as will sustain his own conclusion; and where the judge has 
found the same facts as those found by the referee, but has overruled 
the referee’s conclusions thereon, which the referee’s findings support, 
the judgment will be set aside in the Supreme Court, on appeal, so 
that the matter will be further passed upon in the Superior Court 
according to law. Davis v. Davis, 108. 
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REGISTRATION. See Limitation of Actions, 3; Receivers, 1; Mortgages, 8; 


Intoxicating Liquors, 1; Schools, 9. 


REHEARING. See Supreme Court, 1. 


RELIGIOUS PURPOSES. See Constitutional Law, 13. 
REMAINDERS. See Wills, 4, 7, 17; Adverse Possession, 2. 


REMAND. See Appeal and Error, 44. 


REMEDIES. See Judgments, 10; Injunction, 3; Constitutional Law, 4. 
REMOVAL OF CAUSES. See Liens, 1, 2. 

REPUTATION. See Deeds and Conveyances, 3; Homicide, 9. 
REQUESTS. See Appeal and Error, 3,5; Instructions, 3, &, 18. 


RESERVATIONS. See Deeds and Conveyances, 8; Appeal and Error, 45. 
RESIDENCE. See Taxation, 3. 

RESIDUARY CLAUSE. See Wills, 9. 

RES INTER ALIOS ACTA. See Appeal and Error, 18. 

RETURNS. See Elections, 1. 


REVERTER. See Railroads, 1. 


REVIEW. See Appeal and Error, 4; Elections, 1. 
RIGHTS OF WAY. See Railroads, 1. | 


RIGHTS. See Mortgages, 4, 7; Interpleader, 1; Contracts, 32; Criminal 


Law, 3; Evidence, 14. 


RISKS. See Insurance, 6. 


ROADS AND HIGHWAYS. See Appeal and Error, 33, 50; Highways. 


1. Roads and Highways—County Commissioners—Highway Commission- 


ers — Bonds — Proceeds — Funds—Statutes.—The commissioners of a 
certain county sold bonds, under authority of a statute, for the com- 
pletion of the State highway through the county, and for certain 
designated purposes, with later enactment reciting that the costs 
of the State highway had been more than was estimated, and there 
were no available funds to pay the county quota for such expendi- 
ture, and provided for an additional sale of bonds, which was made 
for that and other specified purposes. Thereafter a county board of 
road commissioners was established by legislative enactment, by 
which complete control over the roads was given it, with direction 
that all road moneys for the purposes theretofore arising from taxa- 
tion or sale of road bonds shall be turned over and belong to them by 
virtue of their office. It was made to appear that the county com- 
missioners had borrowed money from certain banks in anticipation 
of the proceeds of the sale of the bonds, and for the purposes specified 
in the act, which was recognized by later legislation as valid, and 
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it was held, in a settlement between the two boards, the county com- 
missioners were entitled to a credit of such amounts as had been 
paid by it for the designated purposes in the act, including such as 
had been borrowed from the banks for such purposes, but not for 
any amount that may have been used by it for general] county pur- 
poses, Comrs. v. Comrs., 463. 


2. Same.—In an action by a county road commission to compel the county 
commissioners to pay over to the plaintiff board, under the provisions 
of a statute, the money received from the sale of bonds for road pur- 
poses, authorized separately under the provisions of two statutes, and 
thereunder the defendant board, before the establishment of the 
plaintiff board, had expended moneys for the purposes designated in 
the statutes, the mere fact that these two statutes, under which the 
defendant board had acted, had been subsequently consolidated by 
statute, recognizing the designated purposes for which the bonds had 
been issued by the defendant board, but for the stated purpose of 
avoiding “confusion and complications” from the different maturity 
dates of the separate issues, and the different interest rates of each, 
does not affect the question as to the credit the defendant was entitled 
to, in its settlement with the plaintiff board, for the money expended 
for the designated purposes. IJbdid, 


83, Same—Mandamus.—When the act of turning over by the county com- 
missioners of certain funds arising from the sale of road bonds to a 
county board of road commissioners, entitled under the provisions of 
the act of its creation to receive them, is merely ministerial, man- 
damus will lie (Board of Education v. Comrs., 150 N. C., 128), and 
it is not always essential to the maintenance of this remedy that it 
should be made to appear that the fund is still on hand, particularly 
where the question is one of bookkeeping between the parties to the 
action. Jbid., 


4, Same—Findings—-Appeal and Error.—An appeal from a writ of man- 
damus issued by the Superior Court to the defendant board of county 
commissioners to compel them to pay over to the county board of 
road commissioners the money on hand from the sale of road bonds, 
ete., as required by statute, it did not appear by the evidence to what 
extent the defendant had paid out moneys for certain purposes, 
authorized by the statutes, and to which it was entitled to a credit, 
and the cause was remanded in order that it may be determined upon 
proper evidence how much of the proceeds of the bond issue, if any, 
has been expended contrary to the provisions of the statute affecting 
the question, with direction that a peremptory or alternate writ of 
mandamus issue as the facts may then appear. ITbdid. 


RULE IN SHELLEY’S CASE. 
1. Rule in Sheliey’s Case.—Shelley’s case gives a rule of property as well 
as of law, and obtains in the courts of this State, subject only to be 
changed or repealed by statute. Hampton v. Griggs, 18. 


2. Same—lInterpretation.—The perplexity in construing the rule in Shelley's 
case resulfs in a measure from the want of appreciation of the full 
meaning and significance of some of the terms employed, and in the 
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expression “the word heirs is a word of HMimitation of the estate, and 
not a word of purchase,” the word “limitation”? is used in the sense 
of marking out the bounds or describing the extent or quality of the 
estate conveyed to the ancestor, or the first taker: and the words “not 
as a word of purchase” to refer to an estafe acquired by the heirs, as 
such, in the ordinary course of descent, as distinguished from a class 
of persons to take the estate in remainder as the beginning of a new 
inheritance or the stock of a new deseent. Jbid. 


3. Same—Requisites.—In order to the application of the rule in Shelley's 
case, there are five requisites: there must be a evant of an estate in 
frechold in the aneestor or first taker; the ancestor must acquire 
this prior estate by, through, or in consequence of the same instru- 
ment which contains the limitation to his heirs; the words “heirs” or 
“heirs of the body” must he used in their technical: sense as taking 
indefinitely under the canons of descent: the interest aequired by the 
ancestor and that limited to his heirs must be of the same quality. 
either both of them legal or equitable: the limitation to the heirs 
must be of an inheritance. in fee or in tail, by way of remainder. 
Ibid. 


4. Same-—fntent—-Heirs—ITeirs of the Body—Technical Words.—Iin con- 
struing a conveyance with reference to the application of the rule in 
Shelicy’s ease, the general or paramount intent of the donor or 
grantor, in the use of the technical words “heirs” or “heirs ef the 
body” should be first ascertained by construing the instrument as a 
whole, and should his intent, so found, be that these words should be 
taken with their technical or legal meaning, this meaning will con- 
trol any particular intent he may have otherwise expressed; but 
shonid they be ascertained to have been used as dencting a particular 
class of persons, to take in remainder. as distinguished from those 
who would take in indefinite succession wnder the rules of descent, 
that meaning will prevail. and the first taker will acquire only an 
estate for life, and the rule in Shelley’s case will net apply. Ibid. 


5. Same—-Children.—An estate to the lawful heirs of the testator’s son 
after the death of the testator’s wife, and should the son “die without 
a bodily heir then to the testator’s family’: Held, the words “lawful 
heirs of my son” should not be taken in their technical significance as 
heirs general, but in the sense of issue or children, and the limitation 
over to the testator’s family was to designate certain persons of the 
testator’s blood who should take to the exclusion of his general heirs, 
upon the happening of the contingency, directly from the testator, as 
the root of a new inheritance or the stock of a new descent, and the 
rule in Shelley’s case does not apply. Ibid. 


RULE OF THE PRUDENT MAN. See Employer and Emplovee, 2: Con- 
tracts, 35. 


RULES. See Carriers, 12, 14; Deeds and Conveyances, 5: Insurance, 2; Rail- 
roads, 4; Supreme Court, 1: Appeal and Error, 1. 8. 31, 48. 47, 56. 


SALES. See Betterments. 1: Judgments, 8; Contracts, 83: Injunctions, 6: 
Appeal and Error, 30. 
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SCHOOLS. See Constitutional Law, 2, 3, 6, 9, 18, 14, 15; Statutes, 2, 4; 
Injunctions, 4, 6; Taxation, 5; Judgments, 18; Appeal and Error, 44. 


1. Schools—Bonds—Tacration—Municipal Debts—Election—Board of Trus- 
tees of New Bern Academy—Statutes—Amendatory Act,—The board 
of trustees of New Bern Academy, incorporated by 7 George III., and 
recognized by legislation in North Carolina by amendment from time 
to time, and given powers incident to boards of this character for 
issuing bonds, as well as plenary powers in the management of the 
school, found it necessary in stringent financial times to borrow money 
at various times from banks in order to keep the schools going. Upon 
the presentation of the matter to the board of aldermen of the city, 
an election was had upon the question of issuing bonds to take up the 
debt, in accordance with the Municipal Finance Act of 1921, and the 
proposition was approved: Held, the said board of trustees is an 
official board of said city, and its debts are the debts of the city, 
C. S., 2937; and the bonds issued by them to take up the indebtedness 
created before 5 December, 1921. and approved by the voters, are a 
valid obligation of the city, under the amendment of chapter 106, 
Extra Session of 1921, to C. 8., 2987 (2), authorizing municipalities to 
fund or refund their indebtedness. See C, S., 2787, 2960 (2), 2987 (1). 
Jones v. New Bern, 131. 


2. Schools—Bonds—Tavration—Municipal Corporations—Nceccessaries—Elec- 
tions—Ratification—Where a school board of trustees has borrowed 
money, and an election is regularly called to vote upon the question 
as to taking up the debt by a bond issue. the approval of the voters 
at the election afterwards so held is a ratification of the previous 
act of the school board, C. S8., 2938, and renders unimportant the 
question as to whether the money had been borrowed for necessary 
purposes. Jbid. 


3. Schools—School Districts—Constitutional Law—-Statutes—Amendments 
—Bonds—Taration.—Where a school district has been defined as to 
its boundaries, ete., and created under the provisions of a statute 
valid before the adoption of the amendment to our State Constitution, 
Art. II, see. 29, and which authorized a bond issue in a certain sum, 
a statute passed since the adoption of this constitutional amendment 
authorizing an increase of the bonds to be issued, upon the approval of 
the voters according to the statutory amendments, does not contra- 
vene the constitutional] amendment as to “establishing or changing the 
lines of school districts,” the lines established under the prior valid 
statute remaining the same. Roebuck v. Trustees, 144. 


4. Same—Elections—Approval of Voters—Where the only purpose of a 
statutory amendment to an act passed prior to the adoption of Article 
II, section 29, of our Constitution is to authorize an increase in the 
amount of bonds to be issued by a school district for school purposes, 
upon the adoption of the statutory amendment by the voters of the 
district, the act of the voters in approving the statutory amendment is 
a vote to authorize and approve the issuance of the bonds, and to 
vest power in the trustees of the school district for that purpose. 
loid. 


5. Schools—School Districts—Consolidation—Nontax Territory—HElection— 
Taxation Bonds—Injunction.—An exception to the issuance of bonds 
for schoo] purposes by a district consolidated of special tax and non- 
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special tax territory, on the ground that the question of taxation had 
not been separately submitted to the voters of the nontax territory, is 
untenable, when it appears from the record, on appeal, that the votes 
east in the nontax territory had been separately counted, and found to 
be in favor of the proposition to issue the bonds, sougit to be enjoined 
in the plaintiff’s suit. Board of Education v. Bray, post, 484; Barnes 
v. Comrs., ante, 325. Hechert v. Graded School, 475. 


6. Same—Notice of Election—Publication—<A ppeal and F'rror.—The issu- 


ance and sale of bonds for school purposes by a school distriet may 
not be successfully attacked on the ground that the notice of election 
was insufficient, when it is properly made to appear that, in aceord- 
ance with the order of the board of commissioners, it had been pre- 
viously advertised for four successive weeks in a newspaper published 
in the district; personal notice had been mailed to the individual 
electors therein; that wide publicity had been given it; that fair 
opportunity had been given the electors to cast their votes, and that 
practically a full registration had been obtained, which resulted in 
an overwhelming vote in favor of the proposition submitted. Jbdid. 


7. Schools—E£lections—Taration—Statutes.—An election held under the 


provisions of the act of 1920, ch. 87, authorizing the board of trustees 
of any school district to issue bonds for the erecting, enlarging, alter- 
ing, and equipping of school buildings, acquiring lands therefor, etce., 
and annually to levy a tax, etec., sufficient in amount to pay the 
maturing principal and interest, will not be held invalid because the 
question was submitted upon levying a limited tax, when it appears 
that the levy submitted is at present sufficient to meet the require- 
ments of the act authorizing the election, and there is no valid reason 
shown that it will ever be insufficient for the purposes intended. 
Morris v. Trustees, 684. 


& Same—Notice—Purpose of Hlection.—An election called under the pro- 


visions of the act:‘of 1920, ch. 87, authorizing the trustees of any 
district to issue bonds for certain school purposes, will not be de- 
clared invalid upon the ground that the notice given had not stated 
the purpose for which the election was held, when it stated that it 
was for the purpose of issuing serial bonds not exceeding a certain 
amount, and of levying the special tax, specifying the act under 
which it was proposed to issue them; and there is nothing to indicate 
that any voter was misled or misinformed, and the election was car- 
ried with practical unanimity. Jbid. 


9. Schools—Elections—Taxation — Registration—Notice—Bonds.—_In this 


suit to enjoin the issue of bonds for certain school purposes in accord- 
ance with the act of 1920, ch. 87, it is held, that objection that a 
proper notice for the new registration of voters was not given cannot 
be sustained, it appearing that the notice thereof was previously pub- 
lished in a newspaper in the district for five suecessive weeks, and 
there was no evidence or finding of fact that any elector was pre- 
vented from registering on account of want of notice, or deprived 
of the right to vote on that account. Jbid. 


10. School Districts—EHlections—Bonds—Tazation.—A graded school dis- 


trict, maintained under the general statutory powers given the county 
board of education, having a duly appointed committee, secretary, 
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and treasurer, ete., is one functioning by legislative authority, and 
comes within the privilege and power given by statute to hold an 
election on a specified bond issue and levy a special tax for school 
purposes. Paschal v. Johnson, 188 N. C., 129, cited and applied. 
Miller v. School District, 197. 


11. Same—Publication—-Newspapers—Statutes.—It is now made sufficient, 
by statutory amendment, so far as the newspaper publication is con- 
cerned, for a school district to publish a notice of an election to vote 
upon the issuance of bonds for school purposes and levy a tax therefor, 
in some newspaper published in the county, outside of the district, 
when no newspaper is published therein. Laws 1921, ch, 122. Ibid. 


e 

12. Same—Preliminary Notice.—The preliminary notice of twenty days for 
a new registration for an election provided by C. S., 5926, applies, 
under the general election law, to an election called by a school 
district to vote upon the issuance of bonds by the district for school 
purposes, and a tax levy to provide for the same, Ibid. 


18. Same.—The failure of a school district to publish the preliminary notice 
for a new registration of an election to vote upon the issuance of 
school bonds and provide for the necessary tax levy according to 
C. S., 5926, does not invalidate the affirmative result of the election 
or affect the validity of the bonds or levy, when it appears that the 
new registration, as well as the election, had been given ample 
previous notice by publication in a newspaper circulating extensively 
in the district; by notice posted at the courthouse door, and three 
other public places therein; and that from a large vote polled only 
two electors had voted against the proposition, and it does not appear 
that any had been deprived of his opportunity to vote. Jbid. 


14. School Districts—Consolidation — Taxation — Elections—Constitutional 
Law.—Where a school district has been made of consolidated special 
tax and nonspecial tax territory, by the county board of education, 
and thereafter at an election held for the purpose, according to law, the 
question of taxation for school purposes has been submitted to each 
of the old districts comprising the new or consolidated one, and they 
each have voted favorably upon the guestion, the result is not the levy- 
ing a tax upon the nonspecial tax district without the legal approval 
of the voters therein, and the taxation so approved is constitutional 
and valid. Burney v. Comrs., 274. 


15. Same—Statutes—Ratification—Curative Acts——A statute allowing an 
existing consolidated school district to submit the question of taxa- 
tion and the issue of bonds for school purposes to the district is not 
prohibited by Article II, section 29, or the amendments of 1920 to the 
State Constitution, as to general legislation upon local or private 
affairs in “establishing or changing the lines of school districts’: 
and the Legislature, having the authority to enact a law of this 
character, when an election had been held approving this proposition, 
even if without warrant of Jaw, may cure the defect by subsequent 
ratification and confirm the results of the election previously held. 
Ibid. 


16. School Districts — Consolidation — Taration—Nontaz Territory—Elec- 
tions—Approval of Voters.—Where special school tax districts have 
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been consolidated with nonschool tax territory, it is, in effect, an 
enlargement of the special tax territory, and coming within the pro- 
visions of C. S., 5580, it is required for the validity of a special tax 
to be levied for school purposes in the enlarged territory that it be 
approved by the voters outside of the special tax district, or districts 
ineluded in the consolidated territory, at an election to be held accord- 
ing to law. Barnes v. Comrs., 325. 


17. School Districts—Consolidation—Taxcation—Evaisting Districts—Collat- 


eral Attack-—Actions—Injunction.—Where nonspecial school tax terri- 
tory is included in a consolidated school tax district with a school tax 
district that has theretofore voted and continued to levy a special tax, 
the question of the validity of the tax so levied by the existing dis- 
trict cannot be attacked coNaterally in a suit to enjoin the levy of a 
special tax on the entire consolidated district. later attempted to be 
formed. Jbid. 


18. School Districts—Schools—Consolidation-—_Tazvation—Bonds—Elections. 


Cole v. School Committee, 480. 


19. School Districts—Schools—Consolidation—Statutes.—It is not necessary 


to the valid consolidation of nonspecial school tax districts with 
special school tax districts that it be approved by the voters of the 
nonspecial school tax districts, when the questions of taxation and 
bond issues are not involved, C. 8., 5478, and especially so when the 
consolidation has been made according to the provisions of a Public- 
Local Law applicable to the county wherein the consolidation has 
been made. Board of Education v. Bray, 484. 


20. Same — Taxation — Bonds — Nontar Territory — Elections.—Where a 


Public-Local Law relating to a county wherein special school tax 
districts and nonspecial school tax territory have been consolidated 
into one district does not require a separate vote by the nonspecial 
tax territory upon the question of special taxation and the issuance 
of bonds for school purposes, objection to the validity of such taxation 
and bonds for the failure to vote separately thereon cannot be sus- 
tained; and after such consolidation, the consoliciated district is 
authorized to vote special tax rates for schools in the entire district, 
under the general law. Laws 1921, ch. 179. Jbid. 


21. Same.—Where special school tax districts and nonspecial school tax 


districts have been consolidated, and the district as a whole has 
voted, but separately as to each district, approving the question of 
special taxation for school purposes, and the election as to each, 
inclusive of the nontax territory, is upheld, counting the votes 
separately therein, the result of the election will be declared valid. 
©. 8., 5530. Ibid. 


22, Same—Poll Tazx—Property Taz—Since the adoption of the constitu- 


tional amendment of 1920, a special school district may not impose a 
tax upon the polls for school purposes; and where « poll tax and a 
property tax have both been favorably voted for at an election held 
for the purpose, the tax upon the poll will be held unconstitutional 
and the property tax upheld by the courts. TJbdid. 


SCHOOL DISTRICTS. See Schools. 
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SCIENTER. See Criminal Law, 10. 

SEALS. See Corporations, 8, 4, 6, 8. 
SELF-DEFENSE. See Homicide, 6, 10. 

SENTENCE. See Criminal Law, 4, 11; Judgments, 21. 
SERVANTS. See Wills, 19, 21. 

SERVICE. See Courts, 1; Summons, 1. 

SET-OFF AND COUNTERCLAIM. See Execution, 3. 
SETTLEMENT. See Appeal and Error, 55. 
SHAREHOLDERS. See Taxation, 7. 

SHERIFFS. See Criminal Law, 5. 

SIDETRACKS. See Contracts, 20. 

SIGNATURE. See Contracts, 8: Judgments, 17. 
SILENCE. See Contracts, 17%. 
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SLANDER. See Appeal and Error, 2. 


1. Slander—Damages—Mental Suffering—In an action for slander, gen- 
era] damages, when recoverable, include actual or compensatory 
damages, embracing compensation for those injuries which the law 
will presume must naturally and proximately result from the utter- 
ance of words which are actionable per se, and may include injury 
to the feelings and mental suffering endured in consequence. Baker 
v. Winslow, 1. 

2, Same—Actionable Per Se—Pleadings—-Proof—Where the words spoken 
and published in an action for slander are actionable per se, general 
damages need not be pleaded or proved. Jbid. 


8. Slander—Evidence—Punitive Damages.—In an action for slander, 
words falsely charging the plaintiff, the defendant’s tenant or cropper, 
with stealing a part of the defendant’s crop raised by the plaintiff 
upon his lands, are actionable per se, when the words are spoken in 
the presence of others. Jbdid. 

4, Slander-—-Malice—Damages — Compensatory Damages—ZJ ustification.— 
Where the words spoken by the defendant of and concerning the 
plaintiff in an action for slander are actionable per se, the law will 
imply malice on the part of the defendant, which entitles the plain- 
tiff to compensatory or actual damages; this kind of malice does not 
necessarily mean personal ill-will, but a wrongful act knowingly and 
intentionally done the plaintiff without just cause or excuse. Ibid. 


Same—Punitive Damages.—Where the words uttered of and concern- 
ing the plaintiff in an action for slander are actionable per se, the 
finding of malice upon the issue does not alone establish the right of 
the jury to award punitive damages, unless there is actual malice, in 
the sense of persona) ill-will, or there are features of aggravation, as 
when the wrong is done the plaintiff wantonly or under circumstances 
of rudeness or oppression, or in a manner which evidences a reckless 
and wanton disregard of the plaintiff’s rights. Jbid. 


58—184 
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6. Slander—Damages—Punitive Damages—Evidence—W orth of Defend- 
ant.— Where the matter published, in an action for slander, is action- 
able per se, and the verdict has been found against the defendant oi 
the issue as to justification, upon further evidence tending to show 
actual malice, personal ill-will, or such aggravation of circunistances 
perinitting the recovery of punitive damages, evidence concerning the 
defendant’s worth or financial standing upon this element of damages 
is competent. The proper issues in actions for slancer with or with- 
out the plea of justification, and the verdicts thereon, discussed by 
WALKER, J. Ibid. 





SPECIAL LAWS. See Constitutional Law, 9. 

SPIRITUOUS LIQUOR. See Intoxicating Liquor. 
STAKEHOLDER. See Attachment, 2, 3; Actions, 38. 

STATES. See Actions, 4. 

STATE COURTS. See Courts, 11. 

STATE HIGHWAY COMMISSION. See Actions, 4; Summons, 1. 
STATE PRISON. See Criminal Law, 16. 


STATUTES. See Appeal and Error, 6, 20, 47; Indictment, 1; Carriers, 6, 7, 

10; Contracts, 5, 7; Criminal Law, 2, 138; Discovery, 1; Costs, 1; 
Elections, 3, 4; Supreme Court, 2; Evidence, 1, 15; Instructions, 1, 5; 
Insurance, 5; Limitation of Actions, 1, 5, 6; Mortgages, 5; Pleadings, 1; 
Schools, 1, 38, 7; Wills, 2, 12; Judgments, 4, 12; Schools, 11, 15, 19; 
Trespass, 3; Attachment, 2, 3; Constitutional Law, 2, 5, 7, 9, 12, 20; 
Courts, 1, 2, 10; Injunctions 8; Taxation, 5; Principal and Surety, 1; 
Assault and Battery, 1; Execution, 1; Liens, 1; Actions, 4, 10, 12; 
Intoxicating Liquors, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13; Corporations, 3, 5, 6; Roads and 
Highways, 1; Trials, 2; Compromise and Settlement, 1. 


1. Statutes — Fertihzer—Analysis—Agricultural Departmeni—Evidence— 
Actions—Counterclaims.—-In order to recover damazes to the crops 
caused by the use of fertilizer containing a harmful deficiency of its 
ingredients, contrary to the seller’s warranty, the statute, C. S., 4698, 
with its recent amendments, requires evidence of its analysis, show- 
ing the alleged deficiency, made by the State Agricultural Depart- 
ment, and whether sold upon a special contract, not waiving the 
benefit of the statute, or under the protection of the statute alone, 
such evidence is essential to defendani’s recovery upon a counter- 
claim set up by him in plaintiff’s action upon the note for the pur- 
chase price. Pearsall v. Eakins, 292. 


2. Statutes—Taration—Schools—Schoal Districts—Supplementary Powers. 
. Public Laws, Extra Session of 1920, ch. 87, applying *o all school dis- 
tricts within the State, including incorporated cities and towns, 
requiring an election to be called upon the proposition of levying an 
additional special annual tax, ete., in the manner therein specified, 
is not a substitution of the existing powers of school districts, etc., 
and may be exercised independently of the provisions of C. S., 5523; 
nor is the statute of 1920, in its application to the town of Buriington, 
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repealed by Public Laws of 1921, ch. 81, allowing that town from 
time to time to raise and appropriate money for erecting, enlarging, 
repairing, and equipping school buildings, and acquiring land for 
school purposes. Story v. Comrs., 337. 


8. Statutes—Interpretation..-The repealing of a statute by implication is 
not favored by the courts, and they will not do so if by any reasonable 
construction the statutes may be reconciled and repugnancy avoided. 
ibid. 


4, Same—Schools—School Districts—-Bonds.—The general statutory inhi- 
bition against an election in a school district upon the issuance of 
bonds within two years after an election in which the question had 
been disapproved, C. S., 55338, does not apply to an election held 
under a public-local law applicable only to a certain city or district. 
Ibid. 


5. Statutes—Marriage—Penalties—License—Justices of the Peace—Minis- 
ters of the Gospel—Contracts.—C. S., 2498, requiring that a minister 
or officer shall not perform the marriage ceremony ‘until there is 
delivered to him a license for the marriage,’ is in pursuance of a 
publie policy and requires an actual and not a constructive delivery of 
the license to the officer or minister before he shall perform the 
ceremony, and a mailing of the license before the performance of the 
eeremony, though the officiating officer had been assured thereof by 
telephone from the register of deeds, is not such delivery as will 
protect the justice of the peace from the penalty imposed by C. 8., 
2499, Wooley v. Bruton, 488. 


6. Statutes—Sunday—Transaction of Business-—An act which makes it 
a crime to expose for sale or selling, or offering for sale, on Sunday, 
any goods, etc., within four miles of an incorporated city, ete, and 
in the same sentence, divided by a semicolon, prohibits the keeping 
open of any store, etc., on Sunday, does not permit the keeping open 
of the store for the sole purpose of running a restaurant therein on 
Sunday, for the sale of food, ete., though the latter may not be of 
itself unlawful, when conducted in a separate place of business. 
S. v. Pulliam, 682. 


7. Statutes—Interpretation—Courts.—-The courts will observe the separa- 
tion of the legislative and supreme judicial powers of the Government 
by the State Constitution, and will only interpret a statute to ascer- 
tain and give effect to the intention of the Legislature, or, if such 
intention cannot be discovered, to give the statute such reasonable 
construction as may be consistent with the general rules of interpre- 
tation, which the Legislature will be presumed to have recognized 
in connection with and as a part of the statute being construed; and 
to ascertain this legislative purpose, the spirit and reason of the 
law will prevail over its letter, especially where a literal construction 
would work an obvious injustice. S. v. Bell, 701. 


8, Same—-Wife—Children—Divorce-——Within the intent and meaning of 
C. S., 4447, the willful abandonment by the father of his children 
of the marriage is made a separate offense of like degree with that of 
his willful abandonment of his wife; and his duty to the children is 
not lessened by the fact that a decree of absolute divorcement has 
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been obtained, the obligation to support his own children continuing 
after the marriage relation between him and his wife has been 
severed by the law. Jbid. 


9. Seme—Punctuation—Punctuation may now be considered as an aid in 
construing the purpose or intent of the Legislature in enactiug a 
statute, especially when brought forward from time to time by legis- 
lative reénactment; and if is held that the placing of a comma after 
the words “such wife,” in C. 8., 4447, with regard <o the husband’s 
abandonment, evinces the legislative intent to create two offenses, the 
one, the willful abandonment of the wife, and the other, the willful 
abandonment by the father of his children of the marriage; espe- 
cially when construed in connection with C. 8., 4460, making it a 
misdemeanor for the husband to “willfully neglect to provide ade- 
quate support for his wife and the child or children which he has 
begotten by her.” Jbid. 


10. Statutes—Interpretation—Cuaptions— Reénactment.—wW hile the caption 
may not be considered in the interpretation of a statute when in 
conflict with the terms expressed in the body of the act, it will be 
given greater significance in its interpretation when the original act 
has been amended and the caption accordingly changed, and thus 
recognized by the Legislature in bringing the act with its amend- 
ment forward in the codified law; and this rule applies to the inter- 
pretation of C. 8., 4447, as to the offense of the willtul abandonment 
by the husband of his wife or children, fortified by C. S., 4449, au- 
thorizing the trial judge to provide for the support of the deserted 
wife, or children, or both. Jbid. 


11. Same—Husband and Wife—Descriptio Persone—Parent and Child.— 
C. S., 4449. uses the word “husband” as descriptio persone, in his 
relation to the child of the marriage to whom his duty of support 
continues after a decree of divorcement has been entered: and does 
not confine the offense to the willful abandonment of the wife. Jbid. 


12. Statutes—Abandonment of Children—Statute of Limitations—Support 
—Subsequent Promise.—The promise of the father to support his 
children and his making gifts to them is sufficient to repel the bar 
of the two-year statute of limitations, whether he was living in the 
same home with them or otherwise, in proceedings under our criminal 
statute for his willfully abandoning them. C. 8., 4447. Ibid. 


STATUTES OF FRAUD. See Principal and Agent, 5; Contracts, 23, 26, 27. 
STATUTES OF LIMITATIONS. See Statutes, 12. 

STENOGRAPHER’S NOTES. See Evidence, 13; Instructions, 10. 
STIPULATIONS. See Carriers, 4; Contracts, 4. 

STOCK. See Taxation, 7. 

STOCKHOLDERS. See Corporations, 1. 

STORAGE. See Carriers, 19. 


STREETS AND SIDEWALKS. See Deeds and Conveyances, 18; Municipal 
Corporations, 2, 4. 
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SUBMISSION. See Costs, 1. 
SUITS. See Appeal and Error, 33. 


SUMMONS. 

Summons—Service—Principal and Agent—Governmental Agencies—State 
Highway Commission—Actions.—A summons served on the chairman 
alone, and as such of the State Highway Commission, does not present 
in the action the question of the individual liability of its agents or 
employees for a tort alleged to have been committed by them. Car- 
penter v, R. R., 401. 


SUBSTITUTED AGENT. See Carriers, 11. 

SUNDAY. See Statutes, 6. 

SUPERIOR COURTS. See Judgments, 1; Constitutional Law, 18. 
SUPERSEDEAS. See Appeal and Error, 20, 38; Principal and Surety, 1. 


SUPPLEMENTARY PROCEEDINGS. See Appeal and Error, 14; Judgments, 
8; Execution, 2. 


SUPPORT. See Statutes, 12. 
SUPPRESSION. See Contracts, 38. 


SUPREME COURT. See Constitutional Law, 4. 

1. Supreme Courit—Rules of Practice—Petition to Rehear—Appeal and 
Error.—The requirement of Rule 52 that petition for rehearing be 
filed within forty days after the filing of the opinion in the case is 
mandatory upon all litigants alike, and will be rigidly enforced. 
Cooper v. Comrs., 615. 


2. Same—Statutes—Conflict—Constitutional Law.—The Supreme Court is 
given, by Article I, section 8, of our Constitution, exclusive power tc 
make its own rules of practice, without legislative authority to inter- 
fere, and in case of conflict the rules made by the Court will be 
observed. Ibid. 


SURFACE WATERS. See Municipal Corporations, 1. 
SURVEYOR. See Highways, 5. 
SUSPENSION OF JUDGMENT. See Criminal Law, 6; Judgments, 21. 


TAXATION. See Schools, 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 9, 10, 14, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22; Injunc- 
tion, 1, 2; Constitutional Law, 6, 9, 12, 14, 15; Statutes, 2; Judg- 
ments, 18. 

1. Taration—Time of Listing Property.—In 1919 the taxpayer was re- 
quired to list his taxes on the first of May, and by Public Laws 1919, 
ch. 84, sec. 8, all property was required to have been listed as of 
1 January for the years 1920, 1921, 1922, 1923, upon the valuation 
of May, 1919. By ch. 1, sec. 1, Extra Session of 1920, the valuation of 
1 May, 1919, was approved and accepted for the years stated, and 
by sec. 8 of ch. 1, Extra Session of 1920, except for the purpose of 
taxation of the year 1920, the taxes were required to be listed 1 May, 
that is, those of 1921, etc.: Held, the language of these acts is un- 
ambiguous, leaving nothing open to construction, and requires that 
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3. Same—Residence 


for the year 1920 the tax on property was to be charged on the tax 
books as of the first day of the year. Roanoke Rapids v. Patterson, 
135. 


2. Same—Domicile—Under the provisions of our statutes, all personal 


property and alt taxable polls shall be listed by the taxpayer in the 
township in which he resides, the residence in such instances being 
interpreted as the place of domicile. Jbid. 





Animus Manendi.—The words “domicile” and “resi- 
dence” are not, in accuracy, convertible terms, the former being a 
person’s fixed and established dwelling place, as distinguished from 
his temporary, although actual, place of “residence,” the former 
implying both his physical presence in a particular locality and his 
intention to make this locality a permanent abiding place, both as to 
actual residence or occupancy and as to the animus manendi. Ibid. 


4, Taration—Change of Domicile—Place Where Tazres Are Due.—Where 


a taxpayer has listed his property for taxation in May, 1919, in the 
township of his domicile, and a few days prior to 1 January, 1920, 
has made arrangements and intends to move his domicile to another 
township, but does not actualiy reside there until 3 January, 1920, 
his taxes are due and payable at the place of his former domicile, or 
the township from which he has removed. Jbid. 


5. Taxation — School Districts — Statutes — Limitation of Powers—Void 


Levy.—The power of the county board of education to levy a tax 
under an election called by the county commissioners, for the purpose 
of erecting, enlarging, altering, and equipping buildings, ete., for 
school purposes, under Public-Local Laws of 1920, ch. 87, see. 1, Extra 
Session, is expressly therein limited, “unless or until’ the qualified 
electors haye voted for the proposition; and a levy of such tax con- 
trary to this restriction as to the time thereof is void under the ex- 
press statutory inhibition. Galloway v. Board of Education, 245. 


6. Same—Void Levies—Elections—Rattfication.—Where a levy of a tax 


by a county for school purposes is originally invalid because in viola- 
tion of an express provision of the statute under which the levy is 
proposed to be made, requiring that the levy shall not be made unless 
and until the approval of the voters at an election held, ete, and 
which has never been modified or changed, the subsequent approval 
thereof by the voters cannot have the effect of relating back and 
curing the defect, or render the levy a valid one. Jbid. 


7. Taxation—Corporations—Shares of Stock—Shareholders—-Constitutional 





Law.—Art. V, see. 38, of our State Constitution requires legislative 
enactment for the levy of taxes, and objection to a statute that 
requires corporations to pay the taxes on every element of value that 
goes to make up their taxable assets, and specifically excludes the 
payment of taxes upon the shares of stock by the individual owner is 
untenable, and mandamus to compel the State Tax Commissioner to 
enforce the payment of taxes by the individual owner on his shares, 
contrary to the provisions of the statute, will not lie. The relation 
of the shareholders to the corporation, as creditors. discussed by 
ADAMS, J. Person v. Watts, 499. 
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TENANTS IN COMMON. See Estates, 1; Judgments, 15; Parties, 1. 


Tenants in Common—Owelty.—Owelty of partition, when allowable, is 
a sum paid or secured, in case of partition in unequal portions, by 
him who received the larger and more valuable portion, to him who 
has received the less, in order to equalize values of the tracts appor- 
tioned among tenants in common of the lands in question. Outlaw v. 
Outlaw, 255. 


TENEMENT. See Easements, 1. 

TERMS. See Wills, 6. 

TERRITORY. See Schools, 5, 16. 

TIMBER. See Principal and Agent, 3; Appeal and Error, 45. 


TIME. See Taxation, 1; Insurance, 4; Carriers, 16; Pleadings, 5. 


TITLE. See Betterments, 8; Bills and Notes, 1, 2, 3; Receivers, 1; Appeal 
and Error, 12; Limitation of Actions, 6; Mortgages, 7; Trespass, 3; 
Attachment, 5; Interpleader, 1; Wills, 4, 16; Adverse Possession, 1; 
Deeds and Conveyances, 13. 


TORTS. See Employer and Employee, 7; Damages, 1, 2; Principal and 
Agent, 1; Actions, 8, 9; Pleadings, 38. 


TRANSPORTATION. See Intoxicating Liquors, i. 
TRESPASS. See Principal and Agent, 1; Adverse Possession, 2, 4. 


TRIALS. See Rape, 1; Carriers, 9, 18; Instructions, 10; Contracts, 9, 11, 19, 
37; Homicide, 2, 6; Deeds and Conveyances, 2, 9; Railroads, 2; Princi- 
pal and Agent, 4, 6; Evidence, 5, 8, 11, 12, 16; Costs, 1; Fraud, 1; 
Employer and Employee, 8; Banks and Banking, 6; Criminal Law, 15; 
Injunction, 4, 5; Appeal and Error, 18, 19, 23, 39, 53, 54; Attachment, 8; 
Verdict, 2; Constitutional Law, 17, 22; Intoxicating Liquors, 4. 

1. Trials—Argument of Counsel—Depositions Withdrawn—Approval of 
Court—Orders.—A party to an action may not withdraw depositions 
he has had taken from the files of the court without leave and an 
order from the court. and upon his so doing, the counsel for the 
adverse party may argue to the jury that the depositions were 
unsatisfactory to the party at whose instance they had been taken. 
Forbes v. Long, 38. 


2. Trials — Motions — Nonsuit — Evidence—-Statutes—Waiver.—The intro- 
duction of evidence by the defendant upon the overruling of his 
motion at the conclusion of the plaintiff's evidence, and his failure to 
renew his motion on all the evidence, is a waiver of his right under 
the statute, C. S., 567. Wooley v. Bruton, 488. 


3. Trials—Evidence—-Questions for Jury—The weight and credibility of 
the evidence are matters within the province of the jury to determine, 


under a proper instruction by the court of the law thereto applicable. 
S. v. Wingler, TAT. 


TRESPASS. 
1. Trespass-—-Evidence—Verdict.—Upon the trial of an action for assault 
upon the person and trespass upon the property of the feme plaintiff, 
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there was evidence that the agent of the defendant called at the house 
to collect a deferred payment under a vendor’s lien upon a sewing 
machine, refused to wait therefor until the return of the plaintiff’s 
husband, and resisting her efforts in opposition: Held, sufficient to 
sustain a verdict awarding damages to the plaintiff. Wilson v. Sew- 
ing Machine Co., 40. 


2. Trespass-—Principal and Agent-—-Damages—Employer aid Employee— 


Master and Servant.--Where one has employed anotier to cut the 
timber from his own land, and the one so employed cuts timber from 
lands outside his employer’s boundaries, ordinarily an action may be 
maintained against the employer for the trespass of his agent, espe- 
cially when he has knowingly received a part of the consideration for 
the timber, or there is other evidence of his ratification of his em- 
ployee’s acts. Hoge v. Lee, 45. 


38. Trespass — Hvidence — Title—Color — Adverse Possession—Statutes— 


Principal and Agent.—In an action of trespass involving title to lands, 
the plaintiff relied on adverse possession under color, and the defend- 
ant also upon such possession. Both parties relied upon the posses- 
sion of their respective agents occupying camps on the land about 
fifty yards apart. Evidence held competent, in plainriff’s behalf, to 
show that defendant’s agent had offered money to plaintiff’s agent to 
quit possession, during such occupancy, as a part of the res geste, 
and also competent under the circumstances of the case, as tending to 
show the defendant’s agent afterwards acquired the possession of the 
land with the defendant’s approval. and for the purpose of evicting 
the plaintiff's watchman peaceably, if possible, and forcibly, if neces- 
sary. Berry v. Cedar Works, 187. 


TRUSTS. See Limitation of Actions, 1; Contracts. 26: Injunction, 8; 


Schools, 1. 
1. Trusts—Equity—Deeds and Conveyances—Cancellation._-Where, at the 


suit of the wife, it appears that a deed in trust, made by herself for 
her benefit and that of her children, was under a misapprehension of 
the facts, and that its enforcement had proven to be ill-advised, im- 
provident, and impossible of fulfillment, and that its cancellation 
would be to the interest of all concerned, preventing an irreparable 
loss, its cancellation as prayed for may be adjudged in the equitable 
jurisdiction of the court; but where these allegations are not admitted 
or proven, the case on appeal will be remanded that the facts may be 
judicially ascertained. Bell v, McCoin, 117. 


2. Same—Divorce—Parties—Husband and Wife—Marriage.—The divorced 


husband of the wife is a proper party to the suit of the wife to set 
aside her deed of trust to another for the benefit of herself and 
children, made during the existence of the marriage ties: and it 
appears in this suit that all the persons in interest have properly been 
made parties. Jbid,. } 


UNITED STATES MAIL. See Carriers, 8: Contracts, 12. 


USURY. See Mortgages, 5. 


Usury—Injunction—Appeal and Error.—The action of the Superior Court 


judge in dissolving a temporary restraining order for the sale of 
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certain collateral upon the ground of alleged usury is sustained on 
appeal under the authority of Owens v. Wright, 161 N. C., 181. Ward 
v, Winston, 618. 


VALUE, See Deeds and Conveyances, 7; Wills, 3; Parties, 1; Appeal and 
Error, 36; Damages, 4. 


VENDOR AND PURCHASER. See Contracts, 8, 16; Judgments, 4, 8; Mort- 
gages, 8; Negligence, 5. 

1. Vendor and Purchaser—Contracts—-Warranties—Return of Goods— 
Fraud—Principal and Agent—Evidence—-Burden of Proof.—Where the 
purehaser of machinery under a written contract has agreed that if 
he did not return the machine within thirty days it was to be 
regarded as an acceptance, shutting off all warranties, expressed or 
implied, and defends an action to recover the purchase price on the 
ground that the selling agent had fraudulently induced him, by his 
promise, upon which he relied and acted, not to return the machine 
within that time, the burden is on the defendant to establish the 
false representations, and that the plaintiff's agent was authorized 
to make them, by evidence aliunde, the agent’s declarations, and his 
demurrer to the complaint is properly overruled. Fay v. Crowell, 415. 


2. Same—Declarations—Hvidence Aliunde.—While a vendor of goods may 
subsequently waive the stipulations of warranty in the written con- 
tract of sale, made in its behalf, the burden of proof is on the pur- 
chaser relying thereon to show that plaintiff’s agent had the authority 
from his principal to waive these stipulations, either expressly or 
implied from the character of the agency. Ibid. 


VENUE. See Liens, 1. 


VERDICT. See Appeal and Error, 11, 32, 46, 49; Contracts, 14; Homicide, 11; 
Trespass, 1; Fraud, 1; Judgments, 5; Criminal Law, 8; Intoxicating 
Liquor, 4. 

1, Verdict—Impeachment—Jurors—Clerks of Court—Evidence—Hearsay 
Evidence.—Jurors may not impeach, by direct testimony, their verdict 
after it has been rendered« nor may this be done indirectly upon 
testimony of the clerk. or another, of a conversation he had over- 
heard between some of the jurors, after the verdict was rendered, the 
latter being further objectionable as hearsay; and where the trial 
judge has found the facts to be as set out in the clerk’s affidavit, and 
overrules the motion as a matter of law, it is, in effect, a conclusion 
that evidence of this character was not admissible for the purpose, 
and would not, therefore, be considered by him. Baker v. Winslow, 2. 


2. Verdicts—Motion to Set Aside—Discretion of Court—Courts—Appeal 
and BError—Trials.—A motion before the trial judge to set aside a 
verdict and award a new trial on the ground that the verdict was con- 
trary to the weight of the evidence is addressed to the legal discretion 
of the judge, and his denying the motion is not reviewable on appeal 
when no abuse of discretion is shown. Mica Co. v. Mining Co., 490. 


3. Verdict—Issues of Fact—Appeal and Hrror—Cheese Co. v, Culbreth, 
631. 


VESTED RIGHTS. See Wills, 4: Constitutional Law, 14. 
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VOTERS. See School Districts, 7. 


WAIVER. See Contracts, 10; Courts, 2; Trials, 2; Carriers, 20; Liens, 1; 


Judgments, 20. 


WAREHOUSES. See Contracts, 20; Carriers, 19. 


WARRANT. See Courts, 1. 


WARRANTY. See Contracts, 8; Vendor and Purchaser, 1. 


WIDOWS. See Mortgages, 2. 


WILLS. See Estates, 1. 


1. Wills—-Devises—Land—The word “lend” used in the will construed in 


this case is held to have been used in the sense of the word “devise.” 
Hampton v. Griggs, 14. 


2. Wills—Probate—Common Form—Conclusions—Statutes—A will duly 


admitted to probate is conclusive as to its validity vntil vacated on 
appeal or declared void by a competent tribunal. C. S., 4145. New- 
bern v. Leigh, 166. 


3. Same—Fraud—Caveat—Purchasers for Value, Without Notice.—Where, 


under a will duly admitted to probate, a devisee of lands has sold the 
same to a third party, and thereafter, upon caveat entered, the will 
has been set aside, the proceedings are in rem, and the purchaser for 
value and without notice of the fraud acquires a good title against 
the heirs at law of the deceased owner. Ibid. 


4, Wills—Interpretation—Intent—E states — Remainders—-H eirs—Descent 


and Distribution—Vested Interests—Title—Under a devise of lands 
to the testator’s wife for life in lieu of dower, and a: her death, the 
lands to be sold at public sale, and the proceeds equally divided 
“among his lawful heirs,’ the title will immediately vest in the tes- 
tator’s children at the time of his death, and will not be postponed 
to the death of his widow, when the distribution of the proceeds of 
the sale is directed to be made; and where at the time of the vesting 
of the estate there were several children of the testator living, but 
all of them died during the continuance of the life estate of the 
widow, the title to the whole of the lands having vested in the last 
surviving child under the canons of descent will pasis to the devisee 
under the will of such child. Grantham v. Jennette, 177 N. C., 229, 
cited and distinguished. Witty v. Witty, 375. 


5. Same—Canons of Descent.—The law favors the early vesting of estates; 


and upon a devise of lands to the testator’s wife for life, and at her 
death to be sold and the proceeds divided among “his lawful heirs,” 
without qualifying words, the word “heirs” is to be taken in its 
natural and primary meaning as designating the ones on whom the 
law casts the estate immediately on the death of tke ancestor, and 
the direction that the lands be sold and the proceeds divided does 
not affect this interpretation. Jbid. 


6. Wills—Interpretation—‘Heirs’’—-‘Nert of Kin’—Synorymous Terms— 


Words and Phrases.—In construing a will the courts will ordinarily 
consider the words “heirs at law” as having the same meaning as the 
words “next of kin,” in dealing with real property. Jbdid. 
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7. Wills—Interpretation—Intent—Estates—Remainders—Inferences—-Pre- 
sumptions.—A devise of lands to the testator’s wife, in lieu of dower, 
and at her death to be sold “and the amount it brings equally divided 
among my heirs at law,” cannot affect the interpretation that the title 
vested in his children upon his death, the enjoyment to commence 
after the falling in of the life estate, because of the fact that no gift 
in remainder by specific words had been used, the inference thereof 
being from the direction to sell the lands and divide the proceeds 
among his heirs. Jbid. 


8. Wills—Interpretation—Intent.—The intent of the testator, as gathered 
from the words he has used in his will, will prevail in giving effect 
to the will, not so much depending upon what the testator intended 
to express as what he actually expressed therein, considering all its 
provisions in their related entirety ; and while presumptions as to his 
meaning are usually subordinated to his intention, they are not to 
be disregarded as an aid to the discovery of such intention when such 
construction is reasonable and in accord with the language used. 
McIver v. McKinney, 398. 


9. Same—Presumptions—Residuary Clause—Intestacy.—-W here reasonably 
permissible, the law presumes that it was not intended by a testator 
to die intestate as to any part of his property, and the law will 
accordingly, in proper instances, presume that by a residuary clause 
the intestate intended to dispose of the property that he has not 
disposed of specifically in other parts of his will. Jbid. 


10. Same.—In one item of his will a testator devised his home lands to his 
wife for life, therein not specifically designating those to take in 
remainder ; and in another item thereof disposed of the residue of his 
estate, if any, to his wife and daughter, in equal proportions, share 
and share alike: Held, it was the testator’s intent that the remainder 
of his estate devised in the first item should vest under the residuary 
clause, IJbdid. 


11. Same—Equity—Conversion._—Where a testator directs that his real 
estate be sold and the proceeds first applied to the payment of his 
debts, and should any surplus remain, it should be divided among 
certain beneficiaries, such beneficiaries take the surplus as personalty 
under the doctrine of equitable conversion, subject to the law of 
descent applicable to property of that character. TJbid. 


12. Same—Statutes—Husband and Wife-——Where a daughter takes the 
lands of her father, after the death of her mother, as residuary 
legatee under his will, but as personalty under the equitable doctrine 
of conversion, and then dies intestate, without child or the repre- 
sentative of such child, leaving a husband surviving, the daughter 
acquires her mother’s interest, under the provisions of C. S., 187, 
and her husband, upon her death, is entitled to the estate as her 
personalty under the provisions of C. S., 7, subject to the rightful 
demands of creditors; and C. 8., 187 (8), relating to instances where 
a married woman dies intestate, leaving a husband and a child, or 
the representative of such child, has no application. Public Laws of 
1921, ch. 54. Ibid. 


13. Wills—Animo Testandi.—A paper-writing to constitute a valid will 
must by the written terms show, among other things, the intent of the 
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maker to dispose of his property to take effect after his death, and 
when such intent does not so appear, extraneous evidence is inad- 
missible for that purpose. In re Seymour, 418. 


14. Same—Disposition of Estate—Powers of Attorney—Principal and Agent. 
A paper-writing signed by the wife under seal stating that she was 
of “sound mind and body,” and “investing” her husband “with full 
power of attorney over all moneys, real estate, liberty bonds, and all 
other property owned by me at this date, for the purpose of acting 
for me in all business matters,” etc., designating the property specifi- 
cally, is but the appointment of her husband as her agent or attorney 
in fact, without any disposition to him, and ineffectual as a will; 
and its interpretation otherwise cannot be upheld by the added words, 
“this also constitutes my last will,” for this can only refer to the paper 
that is in itself ineffectual as a will. Jbid. 


15. Wilis—Interpretation—Intent—Irreconcilable Provisions.—In econstru- 
ing a will, the intent of the testator, as embodied in the entire instru- 
ment, must prevail, and each and every part must be given effect if 
it can be done by fair and reasonable intendment; and where, under 
this rule, it appears that a later item of a devise or bequest therein 
is irreconcilable with a former one, the general rule is that the 
last expression will prevail. Ledbetter v. Culberson, 488. 


16. Same—Title—Contracts to Convey—Deeds and Conveyances.—By the 
first item of the will a testator devised and bequeathed to his wife 
“all of my property whatever and wherever found, . . during her 
natural life only, the returns, income, and dividends accruing upon 
such stock as I may own at the time of my deatk” in a certain 
manufacturing concern; and provided in a later item that at the 
death of the wife the designated stocks and real estate not specifically 
including the locus in quo shali go to certain named collateral rela- 
tions, with “remainder of my estate, both real and personal, not 
otherwise disposed of’ to his wife, the tile to vest in her absolutely 
and unconditionally at his death. After the testator’s death the 
defendant contracted to purchase the locus in quo from the widow, 
and refused to accept her deed, denying her title under the will: 
Held, under a proper construction of the will, it was tie intent of the 
testator that the fee-simple title to the lands in question should ge 
to the widow under the later item of the will, which was reconcilable 
with the first thereof, and that the defendant comply with his con- 
tract of purehase. Jbid., 


17. Wills—Devise—Estates—-Remainders—Intent.—A devise to testator’s 
wife of all his personal and real property, to use as she may see 
proper for the balance of her life, and should there be any at her 
death, it was the testator’s “preference” that it should go to a charit- 
able institution, giving indication, or otherwise some institution his 
wife would designate: Held, the wife acquired only a life estate in the 
lands included in the devise to her, and could not convey a fee-simple 
title to a purchaser. Herring v. Williams, 158 N. C., 1, cited and 
approved. Miller v. Scott, 556. 

18. Wills—Interpretation.—In interpreting a will to ascertain a testatrix’s 
intention, the court should place itself as near as may be in her 
position, and when the language she has therein used is ambiguous 
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or doubtful, it should take into consideration the situation of the 
testatrix at the time and the relevant facts and circumstances sur- 
rounding her at the time the will was executed, the first rule of 
construction being to give effect to the testatrix’s intention as found in 
the terms of the will and within the limits which the law prescribes; 
and the predominant and controlling purpose of the testatrix must 
prevail when ascertained from the general provisions of the instru- 
ment over particular and apparently inconsistent expressions to which, 
unexplained, a technical force may be given. Raines v. Osborne, 599. 


19. Same—Devises—Domestic Servants—Employees.—A bequest in a will 
“to any servant or any other household employee” of the testator 
should be construed as if expressed ‘‘to any household servant or any 
other household employee,” and does not include within its meaning 
those who worked upon the testator’s farm, occasionally doing car- 
penter’s work in the home, laying cement in the house, or laying 
rock on the premises, making flower boxes, ete., though occasionally, 
or at rare instances, they may have performed some slight service that 
may come within the letter of the definition though not within its 
spirit, and the clear intention of the testatrix. Jbid. 


20. Wills—Interpretation—Intent—Evidence—-Parol Hvidence.—Parol evi- 
dence of a testator’s declarations of his intent in making a will, made 
before or at the time he executed it, is incompetent, the rule being 
that the intent as gathered from the written instrument, under the 
established rules of interpretation, will prevail. Jbid. 


21. Wills—iInterpretation—Servants—-Employees—“Household.”—A bequest 
“to any servant or other household employee who may be in my (the 
testatrix’s) employment at the time of my death,” is construed to 
imply the words “household” between the word “any” and the word 
“servant”; and one employed around the house, sleeping in a servant’s 
room on the premises, eating in the servant’s quarters, and hired to 
cut and bring in wood, for use in the testatrix’s dwelling, and to take 
care of the testatrix’s greenhouse, to cut the grass on her lawn, to 
dust her rugs, ete., is within the intent and meaning of the words 
“domestic servant.” This interpretation is illustrated by a specific 
devise in another item of the will to one employed as a companion by 
the testatrix, living as a member of her household, and whose duty 
was not that of a servant, the testatrix not intending to call her a 
servant, and therefore using the words “household employee” to spare 
her feelings, although she performed in some respects a servant’s 
work. Raines v. Osborne, 608. 


WITHDRAWAL. See Trials, 1. 


WITNESSES. See Appeal and Error, 15, 54; Evidence, 12, 16. 


1. Witnesses—Qualification—Oath—Mental Capacity—Courts—Discretion 
—Appeal and Error.—lIt is the question of the mental capacity of a 
witness to understand and appreciate the solemn obligation imposed 
on him by oath to tell the truth, and his ability to correctly narrate 
the facts involved in the controversy, that determines his eligibility 
as a witness; and his youth and adjudged imbecility of mind are 
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only evidentiary in the determination of the question by the judge; 
and his decision thereon, in the absence of a special finding of the 
facts, is not reviewable on appeal. Lanier v. Bryan, 235. 








2. Witness — Qualification Courts—Rulings Evidence-—Findings—Pre- 
sumptions.—Where the trial judge has heard competent evidence 
sufficient to sustain his ruling, and adjudges that the witness is com- 
petent to testify in the action, it will be presumed, on appeal to the 
Supreme Court, that he has found facts sufficient to sustain his rulings, 
when it is silent in that respect. Jbid. 


3. Witnesses — Character — Knowledge — Intozricating Liquor—Spirituous 
Liquor—Evidence—Hearsay Evidence.—Before a witness may testify 
to the bad character of the defendant on trial for the unlawful sale 
of liquor, he must qualify himself by first saying under oath that he 
knows what such character is, before giving the information he has 
received thereon from others, and thus prevent a conviction by 
rumors that were mere hearsay declarations on the pvincipal question 
of guilt or innocence; and an admission of testimony, in behalf of the 
State, that all the witness could say was what people had said to 
him, that the defendant was a man who handled liquor, is reversible 
error, When unsupported by the sworn testimony by the witness of 
his own knowledge of the defendant’s bad character. S. v. Mills, T94. 


WORDS AND PHRASES. See Rule in Shelley’s case, 4; Wills, 6. 
WRITTEN INSTRUMENTS. See Evidence, 3; Contracts, 27; Evidence, 7. 
WRITS. See Constitutional Law, 4. 

WRONGFUL DEATH. See Appeal and Error, 36; Damages, 4; Negligence, 8. 


